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Labour: fit to attack the working class 


T HATCHER has carried out 
a cabinet reshuffle in an at¬ 
tempt to improve the 
government's ‘presenta¬ 
tion'. Yet. as has been pointed out 
by all and sundry, the Tories prob¬ 
lems arc far more profound. There 
are many reasons why the govern¬ 
ment is in trouble, most of them 
objective. It is very difficult, per¬ 
haps impossible, to put a good face 
on soaring inflation and interest 
rates, let alone the poll tax. 
Clarke’s NHS reforms, environ¬ 
mental pollution and the privatisa¬ 
tion of water. No wonder the 
Tories are at odds with each other 
and no wonder they are unpopular 
with the electorate. 

Since its debacle in 1979 the 
Labour Party has looked a hope¬ 
less mess. As recently as last Feb¬ 
ruary. you could read in the 
Financial Times that “the British 
Government would be in trouble 
... if it had an opposition". 
Leader articles are very different 
today. Labour now seems far more 
acceptable to bourgeois opinion 
(even The Economist has specu¬ 
lated about Labour being ready for 
government in the late 1990s). 

Of course this is in part due to its 
recent abandonment of the shibbo¬ 
leths of the Labour left such as 
unilateralism, opposition to the EC 
and large scale re-nationalisation. 
But only in part. Labour's revival 
is not only due to its turn to the 
right, what Marxism Today calls its 
transformation into a modern 
European social democratic party. 
It is also due to the government’s 
loss of popularity and the virtual 
collapse of the old Alliance par¬ 
ties. For the first time since he be¬ 
came leader of the Labour Party 
Kinnock seems to have luck on his 
side. 

That docs not mean that Labour 
will romp home in 1991 or 1992. 
The Tories are in mid term, a pe¬ 
riod when governments tradition¬ 
ally find their standing plummet. 
Labour's new policies have not 
been put under the spotlight of 
searching criticism and there still 
remains the possibility of lefl/right 
conflict breaking out if the growing 
tide of militancy finds itself chan¬ 
nelled into Labourism. So there is 
no reason to believe that the Tory 
Party is no longer a serious candi¬ 
date to be the dominant party of 
British politics. 

Nonetheless the Labour Party 
has experienced a revival. Talk of 
the “next Labour government” 
should be treated seriously. This 
has dawned on those who declared 
the official labour movement 
“dead” (the Revolutionary Com¬ 
munist Party) and those who in¬ 
sisted in front page headlines that 
“Labour can’t win” (Marxism 
Today). Even they now admit that 
Kinnock’s party currently seems to 
be in an electable position for the 
first time in many years. 

Over the past few months now, 
the Labour Party has been improv¬ 
ing its position in the opinion polls, 
something which was given con¬ 
creteness in June with two by-elec¬ 
tion victories and a good 


performance in the nationwide 
Euro elections. Indeed. an 
Observer/Harris poll gave Labour 
a 14 point lead over the Tories, 
registering 48% to the govern¬ 
ment's 34% shortly after the elec¬ 
tions (The Guardian June 26). 

Naturally, if Kinnock is able to 
sustain such a lead it will add to the 
divisions within the Tory Party as 
well as increasing Labour's elec¬ 
tion chances. However, whether 
the election of a Labour govern¬ 
ment would be beneficial to the 
working class is another matter 
entirely. 

In a series of five articles (the 
last one dated A\ugust 2 1989) in 
the Morning Star Joe Berry has 
been writing about the perform¬ 
ance of Britain's Labour govern¬ 
ments from 1924, when 
MacDonald first walked into 
No 10. to 1979, when Callaghan 
had to leave after being beaten by 
Thatcher’s Tories. 

It is with a sorry' heart that Berry 
catalogues the anti-working class 
measures, attacks on living stan¬ 
dards and willingness to loyally 
serve the cause of British imperia¬ 
lism. In his last article he is even 
forced to admit that with Kin- 
nock's new realist' programme 
‘the next Labour government’ 
would simply be a rerun of pre¬ 
vious ones. Berry cannot quite 
understand why this should be. 
And in spite of the certainty that it 
would be, he and his Communist 
Party of Britain chums will of 
course be voting Labour come the 
next election. To paraphrase 
Goethe, “those who do not under¬ 
stand the past are doomed to relive 
it”. 

So why has each new Labour 
government always relived the 
reactionary record of past Labour 
governments? And why should 
militant workers have no truck 
with Labourism? Simple. 'Hie Lab¬ 
our Party is a bourgeois workers’ 
party. In other words it is a party 
fully and irredeemably committed 
to the interests of British capital¬ 
ism, but resting on a working class 
base in terms of both votes and the 
organisations of the trade union 
movement. 

Anyone who doubts this defi¬ 
nition can simply look at the his¬ 
tory of the party. Even reading 
Berry’s amateurish and superficial 
scribblings it is crystal clear that 
Labourism is as loyal to capitalism 
as any other bourgeois party. In 
and out of office (as Berry actually 
shows in spite of not really wanting 
to) it has a record that is in essence 
no different to Tory governments 
or those the Liberals formed be¬ 
fore being supplanted as the sec¬ 
ond party in the 1922 general 
election. 

Kinnock, as anyone who has 
taken the bother to listen, makes 
no bones about it. He will run capi¬ 
talism. To prove it he has done his 
utmost to distance Labour from 
any outbreak of working class 
struggle and gone all out to re¬ 
assure the bourgeoisie of his trust¬ 
worthiness. In the process he has 
shown himself up as a despicable 


hypocrite. Long time CNI) mem¬ 
ber Kinnock did not show the 
slightest compunction or em¬ 
barrassment when he unceremoni¬ 
ously dumped unilateralism. 

Like every other leader Labour 
has ever had, he is compelled by 
the nature of the party to bend to 
the interests of British imperia¬ 
lism. And British imperialism 
needs nuclear weapons if it is to 
maintain its standing as a world 
power (even a second ranking 
one). It does not want to lx* re 
duced to the level of an Italy or a 
Canada. So out gix*s the Kinnock 
with the SOS' C NI) badge, and in 
comes the realistic Kinnock, the 
‘statesman', who promises to un¬ 
leash a nuclear holocaust if it ser¬ 
ves the interests of British 
imperialism. This is only part of 
Walworth Road's repackaging. 

Labour has always been a racist 
party. Now it joins the lories 
against a possible influx of I long 
Kong refugees. On Ireland, lab¬ 
our is now committed to “event¬ 
ual’’ reunification. Not only is this 
worthless because of its record it 
was a Labour government which 
sent in the tnnips in 1969, it was a 
Labour government which intro¬ 
duced and implemented the notori¬ 
ous Prevention of Terrorism Aet 
it is also worthless because labour 
would only countenance Irish re¬ 
unification on terms favourable to 
British imperialism. And because 
Irish reunification has never 
seemed to be favourable to British 
imperialism while it has been out 
of office, luibour has called for 
IRA blood every time a member of 
her majesty's state machine has 
been killed, and has maintained a 
staunchly bi-partisan approach to¬ 
wards the l ory conduct of Britain's 
colonial war in Ireland. 

Bi-partisanship is not confined 
to Ireland. Labour is now com¬ 
mitted to keeping many l ory anti¬ 
trade union laws. It has abandoned 
all promises about ending mass 
unemployment and actually backs 
the slave labour scheme ET. Its 
opposition to the lories has been 
purely parliamentary, purely rhe¬ 
torical. 

The masses have been seen as a 
problem, to be marched up the hill 
and down again in true Grand Old 
Duke of York fashion. It never has 
had any intention of producing any 
sort of serious extraparliamentary 
fightback. On issue after issue 
Labour has done everything to 
blunt mass movements that have 
developed, by insisting that they 
keep firmly within the law (such as 
the NHS and anti-Poll Tax ‘fight- 
backs’). To repeat. Labour is a 
staunchly pro-capitalist party. 
Only a fool or a complete charlatan 
could deny it. 

Readers of The Leninist will 
know full well that our organisa¬ 
tion has never suffered from illu¬ 
sions in Labourism. Hence what 
we Leninists need to think through 
is not the danger of the ‘next Lab¬ 
our government' attacking the 
working class. It will. That is obvi¬ 
ous (as we have said, Kinnock 
openly promises to run capitalism 


- and undoubtedly, if given the 
chance, he will). What we have to 
confront is whether or not the Lab¬ 
our Party has returned to being the 
alternative party of government 
ami what exact character any Lab¬ 
our government would have 

We have argued that the two 
party system of swings and round¬ 
abouts of Torv/Labonr govern¬ 
ments broke down in the 1980s. 
that I^ilxutr is no longer the alter¬ 
native party of government it was 
under Attlee in the 1940s. Gaits- 
kell in the 1950s and Wilson in the 
1960s. but a party of crisis. Should 
the revival in Labour's fortunes 
lead us to change this assessment? 
Not at the moment. 

A lory fourth term still looks 
the most likely scenario. This 
should not be taken to read that a 
Labour government is impossible. 
Parties of crisis can produce 
governments of crisis. If lory 
standing plummets still lurther due 
to economic collapse and/or the 
militant wave that is presently 
gathering, it might Ixxome necess¬ 
ary lor the ruling class to place the 
Labour Party into office. Or. more 
accurately, for a section of the rul¬ 
ing class to place the l abour Party 
into office. 

Ihis was how Britain got its lirst 
two labour governments, how the 
last one stayed in oil ice when it lost 
its overall majority. Votes of Libe¬ 
ral MPs got MacDonald into office 
and Liberal MPs kept Callaghan 
there after the signing of a formal 
Lib/1 .ab pact in March 1977. 
Owen's party might lx- a rump. 
But in this context his praise for 
the Kinnockite labour Party is 
highly significant 

Anyway, a Kinnock government 
might not be a bad thing for Owen. 
For the working class, though, it is 
another matter. In conditions o! 
stagnant capitalism labour would 
not be able to produce the ‘radical' 
reforms it did in 1945-51, when 
Attlee was able to create a large 
nationalised sector in the econ¬ 
omy. introduce the NHS and 
promise the dawn of socialism (as 
well as finishing off the Nazis, 
developing the A bomb and help¬ 
ing to found Nato). 

A Kinnock government would 
have none of these history book 
making possibilities. He must cut 
his cloth according to the reduced 
conditions of the I99(K. Defusing 
working class militancy in order to 
reassert capitalist stability could 
not be done with a big carrot. It 
would need the same sort of big 
stick the lories have used. In the 
meantime Kinnock will do every¬ 
thing to prove to the ruling class 
that Labour is Tit’ for this task. 

We shouldn't wait to be ‘disap¬ 
pointed’. A Kinnock government 
would carry out ‘Tory’, ie capital¬ 
ist, policies. We should prepare to 
fight whichever bourgeois party 
gets a parliamentary majority. The 
'lory Party may be the bosses’ ‘pre¬ 
ferred party of government' but 
the Kinnock Labour Party is little 
different. This is accepted by al¬ 
most the entire spectrum of left 
wing opinion. Yet, from the SWP 


to the C’PB. from Militant to Trib¬ 
une. the call is made time and time 
again to vote and work for a Lab¬ 
our victory. No one should doubt 
that at the next election they will 
make the same plea. 

To most of the British left, the 
Labour Party with all its ‘Tory' 
policies is infinitely preferable to a 
l ory government ITiis is the lesser 
of evils theory of politics, which 
leads US radicals to loyally line up 
behind whatever reactionary the 
Dcmtxnils field against the Re¬ 
publicans, and would hypotheti¬ 
cally lead their German 
counterparts into supporting Hitler 
il he were challenged by an even 
more extreme Nazi. 

Most of the Labour left are 
trapped in this logic: Labour's poli¬ 
cies are anti-working class but not 
as anti-working class as the lories. 
History tells us otherwise The fact 
in that the l abour left is. in the last 
analysis, loyal to the I alxmr Party 
(and thuN the bourgeoisie), not the 
working class. Because ol this it 
will not and cannot break from the 
Labour right. Instead it provides a 
left cover lor the anti-working class 
promises and practices ol Labour 
leaders by calling Labour the lesser 
evil As such we must treat the 
labour left's perennial refrain of 
after them us\ with the contempt 
it deserves. 

Of course a left 1-abour govern¬ 
ment is not impossible. A left 
government could be on the cards 
at limes of revolutionary upsurge, 
when the right has been thoroughly 
exposed. But the emergence ol any 
such government would not lx* the 
first stage of sixialism. It would be 
last barrier the working class must 
overcome in its fight to make rev¬ 
olution. Such was the situation 
during 1917 in Russia. 

I lie I .alxmr left at the moment 
is. however, marginal. The 
Sixialist Movement's founding 
conference in Sheffield was far 
smaller than its organisers 
expected and was a typically eclec¬ 
tic and directionless affair. The 
shift to the right by Kinmxk and 
the collapse of the Communist 
Party has thrown the left's utopian 
ideas to the four winds and pro- 
duced a harvest of confusion and 
splits. But, in spite of all the splits, 
the role of the Labour left at the 
next general election is not in 
doubt. It will fight for Kinnock and 
excuse his openly pro-capitalist 
platform. 

For Leninists, whether or not 
the Labour Party under Kinmxk is 
elected at the next election is a 
secondary question. Our position 
is determined by and subordinated 
to the struggle for socialism. Get¬ 
ting rid of Thatcher is not the num¬ 
ber one priority, as so much of the 
left says it is. What is crucial is how 
we get rid of her. Through mili¬ 
tant, revolutionary struggle or a 
vote in the House of Commons. 
Leninists will expose the sham of 
bourgeois democracy. We do not 
want to organise the proletariat to 
transform parliament, we will 
organise them to overthrow it! 

Gareth Phillips 





















Fortnightly paper of the Leninists: 
for a genuine Communist Party 


SO JARUZELSKI has confirmed that Tadeusz Mazo¬ 
wiezki is to form the next government in Poland. If 
proof were wanted, here it is: there is a general crisis of 
socialism. What we arc seeing played out in Poland 
could be repeated in other socialist countries - a 
peaceful democratic counterrevolution. 

There are those ‘official communists’ and Trotskyites 
who will, of course, refuse to see what is front of their 
eyes. That is their problem. The film is being run 
backwards and the leadership of the Polish United 
Workers Party is unlikely to do anything to stop it. Nor 
will Gorbachev. 

Bureaucratic discipline in the PUWP has broken 
down. The party is faction ridden, with one wing 
openly arguing in favour of social democratisation. But 
whatever the factional differences a whole swathe at 
the top of the PUWP are committed to Solidarnosc's 
programme of restoring capitalism. 

Far from having a material interest in maintaining 
the status quo of bureaucratic socialism, the PUWP 
government of Mieczyslaw Rakowski (now general sec¬ 
retary) devoted its time to “ensuring that senior func¬ 
tionaries took leading roles in the new joint stock 
companies” (Financial Times August 18 1989). In other 
words bureaucrats have been transforming themselves 
into capitalists. Although resented in the lower ranks, 
this gives the top bureaucrats a very material stake in 
ending socialism. 

So although PUWP members arc to be guaranteed 
the interior and defence ministries there is every reason 
to believe that neither the army nor the police will be 
used to crush the emerging new capitalist class. Rather 
they will be used to defend the emerging capitalist 
property relations. 

As to the Soviet Union, socialism can no longer 
expect any help from this quarter. Under Gorbachev, 
the labour bureaucracy is undergoing the same bour- 
geoisification process as in Poland, and has as a result 
promised the west it will never again do a 1956 or 1968. 

So what are the prospects for Poland? As Jack Con¬ 
rad argued in the last edition of The Leninist , while 
Poland can experience a democratic peaceful coun¬ 
terrevolution, this would only be the first step. A con¬ 
solidated post counterrevolutionary regime is unlikely 
m to be able to rule democratically, and obviously 
1 violence remains the essence of any state, certainly an 
undemocratic capitalist one. 

Poland's economy is in a mess. Opening it up to the 
forces of the market might make a thin layer of bureau¬ 
crats, middle men and capitalists rich, but for the mass 
of the population it can only mean the threat of unem¬ 
ployment, wage cuts and general uncertainty. These 
are not the conditions for a stable bourgeois democ¬ 
racy. 

The Mazowiezki government is clearly transitionary 
both in its all embracing composition, programme and 
methods. Being in government is bound to cause deep 
fissures in Solidarnosc. Its membership has slumped 
from the 10 million it enjoyed in its 1981 hayday. Now 
it is down to 2 million, who are divided between those 
who still sec it as some sort of trade union and those 
who arc bent on creating a western style Christian 
Democratic party. 

The price increases and closures Mazowiezki must 
push through have the potential for causing a schism. 
No wonder Lech Walesa has stayed clear of getting 
directly involved in the business of government. 

He is biding his time. In the event of chaos he can 
‘heed the call of the nation’ and present himself as the 
reincarnation of his hero, the semi fascist dictator Gen¬ 
eral Pilsudski, who ruled Poland thioughout the 1920s 
and 30s with a combination of blood and iron. 

There can be no deals with counterrevolution. It is 
essential that communists in Poland organise them¬ 
selves. settle accounts with the Jaruzelskis. the 
Rakowskis and the Kiszcaks, and win the leadership ol 
Poland’s working class in order to make a new social 
revolution; this time from below. 

The Editor 
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LETTERS 



Nice People 

I cannot agree with coirirade Sher¬ 
iffs assessment of the Green 
Party in The Leninist No79. Far 
from being a ‘side show*, the issues 
of pollution, ozone depiction, glo¬ 
bal warming, de-forcstation, green 
belts, etc arc here to stay. This is 
because the future of the entire 
planet is at stake. 

What kind of ‘nice people’ vote 
for a party which abhors the capi¬ 
talist mode of production? What 
kind of ‘nice people’ vote for a 
party which advocates non-pay¬ 
ment of the poll tax and leaving 
Nato? What kind of ‘nice people’ 
vote for the ending of the whole 
nuclear arms industry? Certainly 
not the 'nice people’ of the Alli¬ 
ance parties. 

The Green manifesto represents 
a radical critique of the state of 
mainstream politics in Britain 
today. Unlike the now defunct Al¬ 
liance parties, the Green move¬ 
ment embodies the dawning of a 
new consciousness within the 
working class; a consciousness that 
can further existing nascent class 
consciousness. 

An alliance of ‘green’ and ‘red’ 
consciousness within the working 
class has the revolutionary 
potential to sweep away not just 
the stark, brutal, individualistic 
ideology of the bourgeoisie but 
also what passes for socialism - 
Labourism. 

The Greens have offered the 
people of this country the vision of 
a future society which promises 
harmony with nature, not conflict. 
We, as communists, must ally our¬ 
selves with this vision. Com¬ 
munism is all about harmony. But 
real harmony will only ever be re¬ 
alised after the working class has 
conquered capitalism and its bar¬ 
baric ideology. 

Clive !>ewis 
Herts 

Sean Quinn replies. 

We don't think pollution etc is a 
“side show”. But the rise of the 
Green Party is, just like the CNI) 
before it. I^wis asks what kind ol 
‘nice people* support non-pay¬ 
ment of the poll tax and leaving 
Nato. Well, ‘nice people* like the 
reactionary nationalists of the 
SNP and, worse, the ‘political sol¬ 
diers' of the NK, to name but two. 
There is nothing inherently pro¬ 
gressive about such policies. They 
only take on such a meaning in the 
context of a wider class perspec¬ 
tive. 

It is not capitalism which the 
greens abhor, merely some of its 
symptoms. They are a political ex¬ 
pression of the frightened petty 
bourgeoisie. This is proven by the 
fact that the greens drew the bulk 
of their support from a depletion 
of the Tory vote and the collapse 
of the Alliance vote. 

To excuse his prostration be¬ 
fore the latest bourgeois fad. 
Lewis is forced to dump all but a 
shallow pretence at the Marxist 
method. For instance, what is the 
ideology of the greens? As we 
argued in The Leninist No73, it is 
bourgeois. Thatcher and the CBI 
are green now, so is Kinnock, the 
Democrats and the Euros - or 
hadn't you noticed? 

The greens are not a revolutio¬ 
nary, but a utopian reformist, 
movement. They want to use the 
bourgeois state to save mankind. 
We want to smash the bourgeois 
state to save mankind. 

And what is this ‘harmony* non¬ 
sense? Mankind’s development has 
been through a ceaseless struggle 
with nature. Socialism and the 
development to communism will 
signal a giant step forward in hu¬ 
manity’s mastery of nature through 


an unprecedented development in 
the productivity of labour. This 
has nothing to do with the reactio¬ 
nary anti- industrial utopia of the 
greens. 

There are no shortcuts to com¬ 
munism. To advocate the red- 
green alliance, as Lewis does, is to 
advocate disarming the working 
class. Green ideas are just as anti- 
working class as the Labourism 
which Lewis so rightly condemns. 
Comrade, do not paint them in 
any way communistic. Our flag 
stays red. 


Irish voice 

Irish Republican Socialist Party 
member Eamon Mullan was ar¬ 
rested at Manchester Airport in 
February under the PTA, after 
attending a march and rally for 
Viraj Mcndis. He was served with 
a three year exclusion order under 
the PTA and deported. In April he 
appealed against the exclusion 
order and had it revoked. Eamon 
Mullan is only the third person to 
successfully appeal against exclu¬ 
sion under the PTA. 

From July 17-26 Hands Off Ire¬ 
land! organised a successful 
national speaking tour for comrade 
Mullan, covering London, Liver¬ 
pool. Sheffield, Manchester. Don¬ 
caster and Chesterfield. Through 
the tour HOI! gained new contacts 
and a new HOI! branch was set up 
in Sheffield. 

At a packed send-off social in 
London on Saturday 26 July, 
Eamon Mullan thanked HOI! for 
providing the IRSP with a plat¬ 
form. He said that Sinn Fein was 
doing it's utmost to silence the 
IRSP. and that the speaking tour 
had helped to overcome this. 

Rhian Morgan 
London 

Which 

Weapon? 

When Lenin analysed questions 
like barricades, small guerilla 
groups, artillery, demonstrations, 
the general strike, insurrection, 
parliamentary movements etc. it 
was always from the intelligent and 
common sense point of view that 
would judge each circumstance on 
whether or not it was practical, 
possible and would help the cause 
of the people, at the particular 
time and place in question. 

In view of this it is obvious that 
the building of a mass party can 
only be accomplished in terms of 
legal actions. Otherwise the police 
simply arrest all the leaders and a 
lot of the members and put them in 
jail. A non-revolutionary, re¬ 
formist party might exist if it had 
effective populist propaganda. 
Revolution is still illegal. Reform 
isn’t. Both are part of the forward 
progress of humanity, but they 
can't occupy the same address, 
involve the same people, or be the 
same. They are simply two diffe¬ 
rent things, each a different wea¬ 
pon in the total war Lenin speaks 
of. 

The IRA arc only a few hundred 
so they can't inflict the 25% casual¬ 
ties that are usually sufficient to 
cause an army to retreat. If they 
had the capacity to inflict 6.000 
British casualties, for instance, the 
public outcry would force the capi¬ 
talists to alter their control form 
and bring the troops home. 

I heir banks and commerce 
would still control the Six Counties 
just as they do the Twenty-six 
Counties now. So. the situation is 
at an impasse. 


The objective of a war is to win. 
In a way it’s like pointing an artill¬ 
ery piece. The best target where it 
is possible is the headquarters of 
the enemy command. Most of the 
time that can’t be located, but in 
the case of a social revolution the 
actual power chiefs can be deter¬ 
mined. 

As they would feel the artillery 
shell beginning to land around 
them they would pick up the phone 
and discuss peace terms. They 
have the choice to live or die. The 
soldiers in the platoon do not. 
They can't stop the war or the 
shells falling on them. All they can 
do is run. take off their uniforms 
and desert. But the oligarchy chief 
has the power to stop the war and 
discuss terms of settlement. 

Pete Francis 





The letter from Sean Davies (77ze 
Leninist No80) regarding racist at¬ 
tacks raises important issues. Al¬ 
though, at present, organised 
fascists have been marginalised so 
that their largest organisation, the 
British National Party has only 
hundreds of members at most and 
is not the most frequent per¬ 
petrator of racism, their potential 
threat must not be forgotten. 
Nevertheless, nearly all the racist 
attacks are committed by unorga¬ 
nised rabble. 

The state is the cause of much of 
the organised racism in this 
country, w'hich takes the form of 
inhuman immigration laws, social 
security laws and police haras¬ 
sment. However, reforming the 
state through anti- discrimination 
measures is not the answer, md 
certainly does not foster unity. Just 
look at the worsening of conditions 
for black people living in the 
municipal socialist boroughs, with 
their equal opportunities policies. 

Racism acts as a weapon of the 
ruling class in dividing the working 
class. The millions of black people 
living here can so easily become 
the scapegoat for the problems 
thrown up by a sinking British 
imperialism. The British working 
class will not be able to overthrow 
its ruling clas> unless it can effecti¬ 
vely organise itself to combat ra¬ 
cism. 

Defence corps of both black and 
white, like the combat units which 
arose from the miners' Great 
Strike, are a necessity. Indeed 
there is a complacency within the 
working class movement about ra¬ 
cism, hence the lack of response 
when almost entire families arc 
burnt to death, and Kurdish ref¬ 
ugees are refused leave to stay. 
Although there are signs of sec¬ 
tions of the black population be¬ 
coming militant, eg muslim youth 
in Bradford, the organisation of 
these is sporadic, and is not on a 
class basis. Without such a class 
basis, these organisations are likely 
to cause further segregation. 

Black and white must unite, not 
merely in words, as with the SWP, 
but through defence corps and 
class unity to fight the common 
enemy, the root of racism and 
fascism: the British state. 

Nita Patel 
Wembley 


Note: Letters have been shortened due to 
lack of space. For political security we 
have changed certain names, addresses and 
details. 


W rite or ring 

If you would like to reply to any of 
these letters, raise questions or 
comment on articles in The Leninist 
please write to The Editor, BCM Box 
928, London WC1N 3XX. Or phone 
us on 01-431 3135. 
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Standing orders 


Isolated, the Liverpool dockers voted to 
return to work on August 7* Frankly, 
what else could they dot 


Employment Training has been something of a flop for the 
government. It has had to drop the number of places on the 
scheme substantially, instead of expanding it as planned. Even 
now it cannot fill the existing places, with a massive drop-out rate. 
There arc a number of factors behind this. One is that the scheme 
is still ostensibly voluntary, giving the unemployed an escape 
route. Another, as August’s figures show, is that unemployment 
(not only through the government’s massaging of statistics) is still 
declining in real terms. This is a temporary phenomenon. The 
unemployment question has not gone away. Economic growth 
rates are set to decline, from 4% in 1988 to an estimated 2.2% by 
1991. Bourgeois economists predict that this will lead to a 
substantial rise in unemployment. This, combined with greater 
restrictions in claiming benefit, will mean stepping up attacks on 
the unemployed and a more wide ranging and effective use of ET 
or its future equivalents. That is why the Unemployed Workers 
Charter has not let up on its campaigning. Last year it organised 
the largest lobby of the TUC since the miners' Great Strike. This 
year the UWC is organising both a lobby of the TUC in Blackpool 
and a march from Manchester to the TUC to demand an end to 
union collaboration with slave labour schemes. Copies of the 
UWC’s paper Unemployed Organiser, which carries details of all 
this, are still available: 2()p each or 5p each for orders over 5. 

In early August the CPSA Department 
of Transport Westminster branch invited 
representatives of 1 lands Off Ireland! and 
Time To Go' to speak. Terrified, 
management withdrew all facilities for the 
meeting. This had not happened since the 
miners' Great Strike, when a miner was 
prevented from entering the building to 
speak to the branch. This time branch 
responded swiftly by calling an emergency 
meeting at a nearby venue, with the same 
speakers, on August 15. In the event the 
only speaker to turn up was from HOI! 
because, just as we had predicted, alter its 
carnival 1TG' seems to have wound up 
The meeting provoked the liveliest 
discussion in the branch for a long time, 
with both those sympathetic to the national 
liberation struggle in Ireland and those 
wishing to overturn the branch policy of 
support for HOI! freely debating the issue. 

It is clear from this and the management 
reaction that Ireland is an issue that really 
hits home. No militant should ignore this. 

No trade union branch can allow the subject 
of the Irish war to be proscribed, either by 
the bosses or by the bureaucrats. I akc this 
attack on union democracy head on - 
sponsor HOI! and invite a speaker to your 
union branch. 

The Nalgo pay dispute involving some 500.000 local 
government workers was the union s first national strike action. 
The fact that the employers sued for peace shows all t(H> clearly 
that we have entered a new period, the period ol dcleal since 1979 
is being left behind. It also showed that the main left 
organisations, above all the SWP. had no effective strategy 
independent of the trade union bureaucracy It acted as a left 
advisor to the union bureaucrats throughout. Using the excuse of 
“exposing'' the bureaucrats in front of the workers, the SWP in 
fact set no independent tasks. Instead it confined itself to making 
pious calls on the leadership, eg: “If the national leadership really 
came out and campaigned lor an all out strike it could be won. 
(Socialist Worker July 29 1989). In other words, without the 
bureaucracy, the SWP is helpless. Some revolutionary party ! 11 a 
revolutionary organisation calls itself a party, then it should act 
like one. Instead of calling on the bureaucrats “to give us a serious 
lead” (to quote a speech by a leading SWP member at a London 
Nuli?o rallv) it should be outline itself forward as an alternative. 


Great docks strike 


this paper we have insisted that in 
order to be an effective trade union¬ 
ist in Britain today . you must break 
the law! Yet Todd and his co- 
leadcrs of the T&G did everything 
to stay within the law. 

Dockers voted twice, by three to 
one. to strike. But Todd - ter¬ 
rified that that the union s assets 
might be stripped by legal action 
from the port employers - headed 
off spontaneous wildcat strikes and 
spent three months squandering 
thousands of pounds of his mem¬ 
bers dues playing the British legal 
system game. This suited the 
bosses perfectly. They lost in the 
courts, but in the meantime the 
Docks Labour Scheme had been 
abolished. As a result dockers 
could freely be sacked 

Rank and file dockers were left 
frustrated and passive by Todd’s 
‘strategy'. Consequently, breaches 
started to open in their ranks even 
before the battle had been joined. 
For instance, dockers in Sheerness 
had been solid back in April. After 
Todd's legal shenanigans, how¬ 
ever. they accepted a local deal 
and worked throughout the re¬ 
mainder of the dispute. The threat 
of mass sackings soon opened up 
other breaches. 

Crucially, though. T&G regis¬ 
tered dockers were left isolated 
from non- registered T&G dock¬ 
ers, as well as the T&G members 
who keep Britain's airports and 
lorries running (and obviously 
therefore the wider working class 
movement). Todd’s craven fear of 
falling foul of the Tories’ anti¬ 
trade union laws on ‘secondary ac¬ 
tion’ led to his refusal to even con¬ 
sider involving unregistered 
dockers in the fight, despite many 
indications that, given a strong 
enough lead, these men would 
have come out. Unregistered 
Portsmouth voted to join the ac¬ 
tion and men in Felixstowe, also 
not covered by the Dock Labour 
Scheme, refused to handle 
diverted cargo. 

Todd failed to build on this 
mood, let alone spread it to other 
dockers through a fiery propa¬ 
ganda campaign. There were no 
clear instructions to T&G mem¬ 
bers - all 1.4 million of them to 
take action in support of the dock¬ 
ers. T&G drivers were requested 
not to cross picket lines by their 
union leadership - but not won to 
the politics of why. Throughout 
the strike there was only one 
national circular from the union’s 
head office directly concerning the 
strike. Individual T&G militants 
around the country who were anx¬ 
ious to give support and practical 
solidarity to the dockers were left 
uncoordinated and directionless. 

The record of the national 
leadership of the union is certainly 
abysmal - but quite frankly that is 
what workers should expect from 
the trade union bureaucracy which 
dominates our unions. We should 
expect no fight from them, let 
alone a winning strategy. 

So rather than just bemoan the 
glaringly obvious fact that the 
trade union bureaucrats are treach¬ 
erous misleadcrs, workers must 
address themselves to finding ways 
to ensure defeats like that inflicted 


on the dockers are made a thing of 
the past. There are two main les¬ 
sons from the dockers' strike. 

Organisation. It was obvious 
long ago that the government was 
preparing to abolish the Docks 
Labour Scheme, it was obvious 
that it was preparing to withstand a 
long docks’ strike ... but it was also 
obvious that Todd and the T&G 
tops were not going to provide ef¬ 
fective, winning leadership. What 
that necessitated was the rank and 
file taking, firstly, the preparation 
of the strike into its own hands, 
and then, secondly, organising the 
strike as soon as the government 
announced it was going to scrap 
the scheme. An organisation of the 
militant rank and file could have 
forged links with militants in non- 
scheme ports like those at 
Felixstowe or Portsmouth and 
gone out to the class as a whole It 
w'ould not have been hidebound by 
the laws against secondary' and 
solidarity action that mesmerise 
Todd and his ilk Unfortunately, 
while attempting to circumvent 
Todd, on a number of occasions 
the unofficial National Ports Shop 
Stewards Committee failed to 
achieve any of this. In part this was 
because of lack of dynamism, illus¬ 
trated by the fact that not one leaf¬ 
let from the NPSSC was issued in 
the course of the dispute. But the 
main reason was political. 

Politics. The real key to winning 
the fight was not organisational , 
but political. In the absence of a 
strategy to unite the workforce, it 
w'as inevitable that individuals and 
groups would cave in to the bosses' 
threats. Even the best militants in 
the union seemed to think that it 
was impossible to spread the strike 
... and yet how could dockers even 
hope to win without such a per¬ 
spective? Above all, though, dock¬ 
ers needed to take the political 
offensive, raising the demand to 
spread the Docks Labour Scheme 
to every docker in this country, 
championing the rights and condi¬ 
tions of all workers and hence giv¬ 
ing them all a direct stake in the 
success of the strike Many dockers 
were almost shamefaced that they 
were fighting to defend a scheme 
which offered them job security 
and a decent standard ol living. 
They needed to break out of such a 
narrow, defensive stance. The de¬ 
mand should have been raised lor 
every worker to enjoy the same |ob 
security offered by the Docks Lab¬ 
our Scheme and for the smashing 
of the Tories anti-trade union* laws 
Thus, they would have had the 
possibility of rallying to then ban¬ 
ner, tens of thousands, perhaps 
millions of workers who itch for a 
chance to take on Thatcher and her 
gang. 

It is quite right to criticise the 
TUC, the Labour Party and the 
T&G for their misleadership. But 
instead of poinllcssly calling upon 
them to change their ways we must 
look to our own strength and the 
building of an alternative leader¬ 
ship in the workers’ movement, 
which has a winning strategy and 
will fight. That is the main lesson 
of the dockers’ defeat. 

Ian Mahoney 


A ccording to Ron Todd. 

“People will cry- ‘Judas* 
and ‘sellout* but we have a 
responsibility to the mem¬ 
bership. We have got to face the 
realities of life. There are many 
battles that you lose.” True, of 
course. But having seen it de¬ 
feated, it is essential to learn the 
lessons of the dockers’ strike. 
Todd and Co will not and cannot 
do that. He and his ilk are com¬ 
mitted to maintaining the position 
of the trade union bureaucracy 
within capitalism, not Fighting to 
overthrow' it. 

Todd still sits atop the TGWU - 
with all the privilege and prestige 
that entails. He can afford to say 
‘easy come, easy go'. The defeated 
dockers, not least those sacked 
after 30 years in the industry, can¬ 
not be so complacent and would be 
foolish indeed if they put any faith 
in the pledge made by John Pres¬ 
cott, Labour’s shadow transport 
secretary, at the centenary celebra¬ 
tion of the Great Dockworkers' 
Strike. His promise to reinstate 
them after the election of the ‘next 
Labour government' is worthless, 
coming as it does from a leader of a 
party which seeks to “run capital¬ 
ism” better than the Tories (Kin- 
nock). As Jack Dash would have 
said, dockers must look to their 
own strength. 

The dockers’ strike bore many of 
the hallmarks of the defensive pe¬ 
riod of class battles we have lived 
through for the past ten years or 
so. In a sense it was a replay of the 
crushing defeats of the print unions 
in the News International dispute 
and then the heroic P&O strikers. 
Brenda Dean and Sam McCluskie 
attempted the same sort of get out, 
blaming their “armies”, as Ron 
Todd. But the printers, seafarers 
and dockers were lions led by don¬ 
keys. 

The docks dispute, just as the 
P&O and News International dis¬ 
putes, was defensive. And al¬ 
though it is offensive strikes which 
arc now becoming the order of the 
day, the defeat of the dockers does 
provide us with some stark and 
living lessons on how not to Fight. 
We must take on board these les¬ 
sons. 

It is essential to grasp that, for 
the rank and file, the primary les¬ 
son is not simply to slag off Todd. 
But before dealing with what wc 
consider the primary lesson, we 
must deal with Ron Todd and the 
left reformist TGWU leadership. 

For the sake of internal T&G 
politics, Todd made all sorts of 
militant noises, he wanted to repair 
his left credentials and outflank the 
alternative leadership of Brian Ni¬ 
cholson (a former docker). But, 
criminally, no fighting strategy was 
developed, no concrete prep¬ 
arations were made. In effect Todd 
was waving the w'hite flag to the 
government even before the fight 
had begun. 

When Todd announced the deci¬ 
sion to call the strike off on August 
1, he tried to justify selling the men 
down the river by maintaining that: 

“In Britain you’ve go! little or no 
chance of pursuing a legitimate dis¬ 
pute.” That is true, at least to some 
extent. That is why in the pages of 


Trade unionists 
must take sides in 
the struggle for 
national liberation. 
The HOM 

contingent on the 
August 12 
demonstration was 
joined by large 
numbers of British 
and Irish workers 


Our £000 fund in July ended some £125 
short. Dangerous, but not disastrous. So far 
in August things look slightly better. We ve 
got £370 in so far. Particular thanks must go 
to comrade CC in Hertfordshire who sent in 
£50, comrade III in Scotland who donated 
£20 and comrade PV for a magnificent £200. 
Of course, as well as large occasional dona¬ 
tions we need regular funds we can rely on. 
Standing orders are the best way of ensuring 
this. Comrades should instruct their banks 
to pay November Publications Ltd, account 
number 70487488, Co-operative Bank pic, 
1, Islington High Street, London, N1 9TR. 
sorting code 08-90-33. Also let us know how 
much you are going to pay us. In this way we 
can plan ahead rather than holding our 
breath each month in the hope that we do 
not suffer too great a shortfall. 
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For the Party 

Edited version of the speech made by comrade Jack Conrad in Central 
London on July 30 1989 


D EAR COMRADES, wc meet today 
not only to celebrate the end of our 
two month long Sixth Summer 
Offensive, but also, as ‘veterans* of 
previous offensives will knefw, to mark the 
69th anniversary of the founding of our C om¬ 
munis! Parly of Great Britain. As is our tradi¬ 
tion we use these annual meetings as an 
opportunity to deal with some of the key 
issues of the day. Sometimes our remarks can 
lx* quite extensive. But on this occasion I will 
lx* somewhat brief. 

Some in the ‘official communist* movement 
have foolishly questioned our view that the 
Euro C'PCiB has been liquidated as any sort of 
communist party. They say that communists 
should continue to work in that organisation 
so that on some now undecided date it will lx* 
won to the banner of what they call ‘Marxism- 
Leninism*. 

Well, looking through the August edition of 
Marxism Today the other day I came across a 
quote from the Sunday Times. It read as bil¬ 
lows: “The Communist Party has become a 
humane, democratic and constructive group¬ 
ing whose views are always worth taking on 
hoard" I don't know who wrote this but I 
doubt very much llicit it was Martin Jacques - 
who is a regular columnist for the scab pro¬ 
duced Sunday limes giving his organisation 
a puff. 

There is nothing at all wrong with Marxism 
today quoting what the Sunday Times says 
about the Euro C’PCiB. But what it docs say 
should send the alarm hells ringing in the head 
of any genuine communist in that organisa¬ 
tion. When our enemy praises us in such a 
way we should not merely be asking very 
searching questions, there should be urgent 
calls, not least from the top. for a change of 
course. This is not the ease. The quote was 
lx mg used as the main text in the full page 
advert appealing for Marxism Today rentiers 
to join the “humane, democratic anti con¬ 
structive" ranks ol the LumCPGB! 

If wc wanted proof positive that what uses 
the title Executive C ommittee of the C'PCiB' 
is nothing more than a neo-Eabian rump, here 
it is. But having stated that the C'PCiB 
founded in 1920 has been liquidated, we must 
add that the numerous replacements' th.it 
have presented themselves over the last two 
decades or so are unable to come anywhere 
near exercising the role played by the C'PCiB 
even up until the early I97(K. 

ITnnkly. none of the ‘replacements' are 
able to exercise any sort of vanguard role in 
the working class. For all their claims u# be 
parties the C*PB. NCP. SWP. WRP. RCP et al 
are not parties al all but groups which exist tin 
the fringes of the working class. When 
pressed, some of the more honest leaders of 
these groups will admit this - at least in pri¬ 
vate. 

There are those who. recognising that rev¬ 
olutionary ideas are marginal in the working 
class movement in Britain, attempt to over¬ 
come the problem through burrowing deep 
into the Labour Party; this is the party now, 
according to the likes of Socialist Organiser. 
Militant, the Socialist League and a host of 
other Trotskyites. But what sort of party? 

A bourgeois workers party. And our Lab- 
ourised ‘revolutionaries’ have all become, to 
one degree or another, social democratised. 
The Labour Party inevitably changes those 


who attempt to change it. It lets in, eats up 
and finally assimilates revolutionaries as if it 
were confronted with Sunday lunch. In fact 
without the steady supply of dedicated re¬ 
cruits provided by the entryists the Labour 
Party would hardly have any activists. 

For revolutionaries, trying to transform the 
labour Party is an act of suicide. Reformist 
organisations drain enthusiasm, dedication 
and class solidarity like vampires. At the end 
all that exists of those who entered the Labour 
Party determined to storm the heavens is a 
cynical reformist husk. 

We Leninists have always insisted that the 
labour Party cannot be changed into a revol- 


I know from personal experience, and I'm 
sure other comrades do as well, that relatively 
large numbers of people who have come to 
hate capitalism decide on which revolutionary 
organisation to join on the basis of which has 
the most members. Inexcusably, this is some¬ 
thing that a number of leaders actually 
encourage. I have been told too many times 
that The Leninist is wrong, not because of 
what we say on this, that or the other issue, 
but because wc are not a big organisation. 

We do not dismiss the question of size. Yet 
those organisations built on the basis of em¬ 
phasising size end in disaster. Gerry' Hcaly 
used to froth on about his “ten thousand fight- 


comrade who had put in consistent 
overtime throughout June and July, and a 
set of Lenin's Selected Works went to a 
comrade - also a member of the Workers 
Theatre Movement - who showed the 
greatest inventiveness in fund raising. Five 
comrades topped £I,(M)0 this year. With no 
minimum target - to encourage newcomers 
- 15 comrades participated for the first 
time, raising between £100 and £750 each. A 
student raised over £500, a pensioner raised 
over £800 and three unemployed comrades 
raised over £700. Besides overtime, 
methods included sponsored swims and 
bike rides, a car boot sale, letting the spare 
room. Abbey National shares, badge mak¬ 
ing and T shirts sales. 


ers for Trotskyism". But as soon as they were 
put to the test in the miners' Great Strike his 
•organisation shattered. Opportunist hype 
about being the biggest can produce recruits, 
but never communists, let alone a Communist 
Party. 

What about unity? It's a slogan that no-one 
should be able to object loo. That is. except 
the most narrow minded sectarians. We 
should forget our differences, they are sec¬ 
ondary. Instead we should all join together 
and fight Thatcher. This is the natural view of 
many who are new to politics. They don't see 
what the fuss is all about. Loo king around the 
left they are confronted with a luxuriant pro¬ 
liferation of groups, an abundance of publi¬ 
cations. with for them mere hair splitting 
differences that keep everyone apart. Surely it 
all the energy put into all the little projects 
were to be unified then we would stand a 
chance of beating Thatcher, or so they say. 

Objectively such pleas for unity play a 
diversionary role. Wc have to patiently ex¬ 
plain why we say this. Working class unity 
around the principles of Marxism-Leninism is 
essential if we are ever to realise socialism in 
Britain. But calls for unity for unity's sake 
are. in the final analysis, calls to join the 
Labour Party, where, we are told, the workers 
are. The irony is of course that having joined 
the Labour Party the new recruits find pre¬ 
cious tew ‘genuine workers' but a plethora of 
entryists. all bitterly disappointed by the pau¬ 
city of proletarians. 

Unity for unity's sake calls are also inva¬ 
riably one way. We revolutionaries arc meant 
to adapt ourselves to the existing, reformist. 


ideology in the workers' movement in Britain. 
We never hear people criticise Neil Kinnock 
for his refusal to cooperate with The Leninist 
in building the Hands Off Ireland! anti-imper¬ 
ialist contingent on the August 12 ‘Time to 
Go’ demonstration. Instead we hear criticisms 
of The Leninist for its refusal to meekly dis¬ 
solve itself into Labourism. 

History will judge us. But wc are convinced 
that the task of revolutionaries is to cure 
workers of Labourism, not to become infected 
with it ourselves in some act of ‘solidarity*. 

If there is a ‘theory* of going where the 
numbers arc, or calling for everyone to unite, 
it is the ‘theory' of building the party bottom 
up. We take an opposite position. As Lenin 
painstakingly explained, vanguard parties are 
built top down. They are built by fusing the 
most advanced revolutionary theory (Marx¬ 
ism) with the economic ind political struggle 
of the working class. There are no short cuts. 
Jumping into the Labour Party or unity mong- 
cring are prcciseU that. 

Wc take Lenin's method as our starting 
point. Because of this it is absolutely essential 
to recognise where we are now. Are we at the 
stage of fusing with the day to day struggles of 
the mass of workers or sorting things out at 
the top through winning the necessary battle 
of ideas? 

Of course, no Chinese wall exists between 
the theory and practice. We have no time tor 
academic ‘Marxism'. Marxism is a guide to 
the revolutionary practice of the proletariat or 
it is nothing. Theory without practice is ster¬ 
ile. Those who sit in university common 
rooms and prattle on about ‘theoretical prac¬ 
tice' have no right whatsoever to call them¬ 
selves Marxists. 

But then, neither have those who have con¬ 
tempt for theory, who are only concerned 
with action. Unless the battle of ideas is won 
- at least to the degree where we have ex¬ 
posed other competing ideas as inadequate - 
any attempt to win the masses will end in utter 
disaster. As Lenin said, without revolutionary 
theory there can be no revolutionary move¬ 
ment. 

We have certainly tried to take on board 
and develop the most advanced revolutionary 
theory: Marxism-Leninism. We have de¬ 
fended the fundamental truths of this scien¬ 
tific world outlook against the revisionists and 
opportunists which infest our workers' move¬ 
ment. Wc have also developed it in relation to 
theories of general crisis, socialist democrat 
and the nature of the period in which we are 
living. 

As we have just said, Marxist theory must 
be linked to Marxist practice, and that means 
organisation. Naturally, at our present stage 
of development that organisation will not tend 
to be of a mass nature. Our organisation will 
be of a particular sort; designed to forge com¬ 
munists and designed as a form of political 
propaganda, through which wc expose not so 
much the system but rather competing groups 
and trends. 

For example, the Unemployed Workers 
Charter was set up at a time when, according 
to official government statistics at least, 
unemployment stood at around three million 
The need for a mass fightback by unemployed 
and employed workers was obvious. Yet vve 


did not set up the UWC with the immediate 
hope of forming the sort of unemployed 
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Doubled your money! 


A S MEMBERS and supporters of The 
l^ninist gathered on the evening of 
August 5 for our Sixth Summer 
Offensive celebration dinner and 
prize-giving we were able to announce that 
pledges had risen from £14,000 at the 
beginning of June to a magnificent £19,900 
- within a hair's breadth of our bold 
£20,000 target (which has now been busted 
with a late, £200 donation). The fifth 
offensive in 1988 raised £10,473.09, so we 
have virtually doubled our total in one 
year, a proud achievement indeed! The new 
Summer Offensive trophy Is held (for a 
year) by a comrade who raised £2,500. Art¬ 
work contributed by an Irish POW was 
awarded, for the greatest self sacrifice, to a 


ulionary organisation, let alone a vanguard 
party Life proves it. II we draw up a balance 
sheet on those who entered the Labour Party 
ten years ago, and all the effort and hard work 
they have put into their project of trans¬ 
forming it. we see that the entire left in the 
Labour Party is weaker, not stronger, and as a 
whole has moved to the right (even in social 
democratic terms). 

Top down 

I'he workers of Britain have no Communist 
Party, and for genuine revolutionaries getting 
one must be central. Without a Communist 
Party any gains that may be secured in the 
new. if tentative, wave of militancy wc are 
seeing develop today will be lost tomorrow. 
The reason is simple. Without such a Party 
socialism will remain a hope, an aim. will 
never be made a reality. Capitalism will al¬ 
ways seek to take back with one hand what it 
has given with the other. More, workers in 
Britain need a Communist Party if they are to 
survive. Only through liberating themselves 
from the shackles of decaying capitalist 
society can its impending general crisis and 
the danger of a new world war. a war which 
would threaten the survival of civilization, be 
avoided. 

There are no short cuts to a Communist 
Party. It will not come through building up 
the largest left organisations. Nor will it come 
through simply calling upon everyone to 
unite. Communist parties are not about quan¬ 
tity. they arc about quality. 







workers’ movement we saw in the 1930s. 

Principally we aimed to show what was 
necessary and to actively campaign for it. The 
UWC fights for a mass movement against 
unemployment and stands on the basic prin¬ 
ciples of such a movement: the elementary 
right of workers to work, a right which we say 
if capitalism cannot grant, then it should go. 

We have been alone in this practice. Those 
who boast about their thousands of members; 
those who in the early 1970s - when unem¬ 
ployment was ‘only' one million - organised 
right to w'ork marches; those who parade their 
links with those on top of the official labour 
movement, with its massive full time bureau¬ 
cracy and millions of pounds worth of re¬ 
sources. have abandoned the unemployed. 

And no wonder. The opportunists have 
found that the unemployed arc too hot to 
handle. Instead of being polite and falling into 
line behind the ‘bishops to brickies’ politics of 
the Euro organisers of the Peoples March for 
Jobs, the unemployed dared to shout anti- 
Tory slogans! Instead of silently trailing be¬ 
hind Norman Willis, as the Walworth Road 
mafia ordered on the Jarrow ‘86 march into 
London, the unemployed took up the militant 
slogans of the UWC. Likewise when the same 
Labourites staged the pathetic Hands Across 
Britain stunt, along with reactionaries such as 
j the bejewelled media ‘personality’ Jimmy Sa- 
I ville. the unemployed, led by the UWC, 

I staged militant protests against being used as 
objects of middle class charity mongering. 

As we have said, the UWC has raised a 
burning demand in practice which lies at the 
heart of the struggle of the working class in 
decaying capitalism, the right to work. What 
it has shown in practice is that the Labour 
Party and the TUC are not on the side of the 
working class, that they arc on the side of the 
bourgeoisie. In the process of such activity we 
have exposed not only the Labourites and 
official communists’ but all varieties of petty 
bourgeois revolutionism such as Trotskyism, 
which is for ever telling the labour bureau¬ 
cracy what to do but never dares do anything 
itself. 

Hands Off Ireland! has played a similar 
role. This year is the twentieth anniversary of 
British troops being sent onto the streets of 
the Six Counties. Some Labour leftists have 
used the occasion to boost their militant cre¬ 
dentials by fronting ‘Time to Go’. 

‘Time to Go* could not be allowed to go 
unchallenged. Any demonstration on Ireland 
that promises to be two, let alone four or five 
thousand strong demands active intervention 
by anyone who is a genuine supporter of Ire¬ 
land’s liberation. What is demanded is that 
revolutionaries intervene to turn the demon¬ 
stration on its head. That it goes from an 
attempt to present a Labour government as 
the key to Ireland’^ freedom to being a genu¬ 
ine anti-impcnalist manifestation. 

To do that it was absolutely necessary to 
organise as large as possible an anti-imperial¬ 
ist contingent. It was with this at the front of 
our minds that we launched Hands Off Ire¬ 
land! 

What sort of response did our call meet in 
the revolutionary movement? We found re¬ 
fusal on the one hand and excuses on the 
other. Ten years ago there was another ‘Time 
to Go’ demonstration. Then organisations 
such as the SWP and the IMG (which limps on 
as the Socialist League and a couple or so 
splits) insisted, quite rightly, that they would 
only march as a distinct anti-imperialist con¬ 
tingent. How times have changed! Now it 
seems that The Leninist is almost alone in 
taking this stand. Certainly our organisation is 
alone in singlemindedly fighting in practice for 
such a contingent. 

While ‘revolutionaries’ such as the SWP 
buddy buddy with professional reformists like 
Peter Hain and Clare Short. Hands Off Ire¬ 
land! has organised two national speaking 
tours promoting the anti-imperialist contin¬ 
gent. While Labourites such as the Trotskyite 
Workers Power organisation have talked 
about the need for an anti-imperialist contin¬ 
gent but refused to stand on the broad and 
principled position of Hands Off Ireland!, we 
have got on with the work. While some who 
say Ireland is the key to the British revolution 
do nothing to challenge ‘Time to Go’, Hands 
Off Ireland! has published a paper along with 
a whole range of other promotional material 
designed to do precisely that in practice. 

We have also exposed in practice the RCP, 
which has taken a stupid boycottist position. 
The RCP argues itself into absurdity. Short, 
Hain, the SWP cl al have invented the twenti¬ 
eth anniversary of the intervention of British 
troops in an effort to undermine their Irish 
Freedom Movement demonstration! Gerry 
Adams is part of a Labour conspiracy against 
the IFM! We’ll march and build for the small 


Labourite organised Bloody Sunday demon¬ 
stration every year, but not the big Labourite 
organised ‘Time to Go’ demonstration! This 
silliness goes hand in hand with a truly creti¬ 
nous claim that the official labour movement 
is “dead”! As we have said before, those 
whom the gods wish to destroy ... 

Philistines 

Listening to what I've just been talking about, 
some philistines. certainly those new to poli¬ 
tics. will no doubt find such an approach ‘sec¬ 
tarian’ in the extreme. After all, we make no 
secret of the fact that the UWC has been 
effective, not so much in organising tens of 
thousands of unemployed workers but in ex¬ 
posing the Labour Party; that HOI! has not so 
much run guns to the IRA. as did the young 
CPGB. but rather exposed both the Labour 
left and the likes of the SWP and the RCP. 
But the fact of the matter is that our practice is 
completely removed from sectarianism. 

We don't fight other groups for narrow sec¬ 
tarian reasons. We put the long term interests 
of the working class above everything else. 
Because wc have this commitment we pose 
what is necessary to further the class interests 
of the proletariat, and ruthlessly seek to ex¬ 
pose those who are willing to compromise 
with what is in order to seek short term advan¬ 
tage for themselves. Unless this internal battle 
within the revolutionary movement is fought 
out and won. the revolutionary movement has 
no hope of scoring a decisive victory over the 
ruling class in Britain. 

Those who accuse us of sectarianism in ef¬ 
fect accuse Lenin of sectarianism Our 
method is the method of Lenin. To his 
opponents he was a ‘sectarian’ par excellence, 
not least to some very talented unity mongers 
of his day such as Leon Trotsky. lie simply 
wanted the revolutionary Bolsheviks to unite 
with the opportunist Mensheviks. Correctly, 
he always saw Lenin as the principle barrier to 
a unity scheme, not Martov, Axelrod and 
other Menshevik leaders. 

From 1903 until 1917 Trotsky was the most 
fervent of those who insisted that Lenin anil 
the Bolsheviks compromise with the Menshe¬ 
viks, whose politics were in the last analysis 
compromised with the bourgeoisie, whom 
they looked upon as the source of social pro¬ 
gress in Russia. Frankly, the modern day 
Trotskyitcs. w'ith their love of the Labour 
Party, are little different. But before coming 
back to modern day Britain let us reinforce 
our point by examining the record of perhaps 
the most famous revolutionary paper of all 
time. Iskra. 

Here wc can cite, this time approvingly, one 
of its youthful contributors, Leon Trotsky. He 
pul his finger on a profound truth w'hen he 
unashamedly admitted, years later, that Iskra 
hardly ever bothered to commission articles 
which denounced the Tsar and the evils of 
Tsarism. That was taken as read. What Iskra 
devoted its lime to was ruthless critique of the 
existing revolutionary trends and their inade¬ 
quacies. It asked the 60,000 ruble question of 
how the Tsarist regime was to be overthrown 
and showed that the revolutionary movement 
its then organised was incapable of carrying 
out that task. Iskra had the answer. What was 
needed was an ideologically monolithic party 
based on the strictest centralism and unity of 
will. 

Trotsky made the point that, for the philis¬ 
tine. Iskra' s polemics seemed hairsplitting and 
sectarian. 'This was not the case. As with The 
Leninist , Iskra respected the revolutionary 
self sacrifice of opponents. But what Iskra 
attacked at the end of the day was the waste of 
revolutionary energy and the squandering of 
revolutionary enthusiasm. 

To be any sort of a revolutionary is a worthy 
thing. It is not done to gain popularity or gain 
promotion. It has a detrimental effect on per¬ 
sonal life, it causes all sorts of problems. But 
simply sacrificing oneself for the sake of it is 
futile. To paraphrase General Patton, we 
don’t want revolutionaries to die for the revol¬ 
ution, we want them to live for it. 

Before Iskra . revolutionaries a plenty were 
sacrificed in vain. Revolutionary committees 
had a life measured in weeks rather than 
months before the Tsarist secret police, the 
Okhrana, penetrated them and packed them 
off to the bleak wilderness of Siberia. 

Lenin suffered this fate. But he learned the 
lesson. On his return from exile he had a 
worked out plan for a highly centralised party, 
moving around a single will. It was to be 
constructed on the basis of organising around 
an all-Russia paper (Iskra) which would be 
published abroad to avoid the avenging arm of 
the Tsarist slate. 

The fight to turn this idea into practice 


earned all sorts of abuse and accusations 
against “dictator” “Maximillian Lenin” (as 
Trotsky put it in his 1904 anti-Leninist dia¬ 
tribe. Our political tasks). But Lenin was right 
tb insist on the highest degree of centralism. 
He was determined to smash Tsarism, not to 
provide the Siberian prison regime with more 
martyrs. ThatSs why he attacked other groups 
who squandered revolutionaries and revol¬ 
utionary energy. 

The fact of the matter is that what separates 
us from the existing groups on the left in 
Britain is not bloody minded sectarianism. 
What separates us is just as important as what 
separated Lenin and the Bolsheviks from the 
Bundists. the Mensheviks, the Trotskyitcs. 
the liquidators, the legal Marxists’, the Social 
Revolutionaries, ic the swarm of opportunist 
organisations and trends with which the 
Bolsheviks had to compete. Only in hindsight 
is everyone a Bolshevik. 

What separates us from the rest of the left 
in Britain is not the wish to see socialism, 
rather their fundamentally flawed theoretical 
positions which inevitably produce wrong 
approaches to practice. And who can doubt 
that wrong practice can do nothing to help us 
realise our common goal of socialism. Wrong 
theory leads to wrong practice and thus squan¬ 
ders revolutionary energy anti self sacrifice 
Wc do not have the time today for an exhaus¬ 
tive analysis. Instead a few examples will have 
to suffice. 

Apart from those who have craventy sub¬ 
merged themselves into Labourism, or. like 
the Euros, full blown bourgeois politics, a 
number of groups maintain an independent 
existence. Giving their central theoretical po¬ 
sitions the once over, it is clear that this is 
their only virtue. 

According to the WRP there is a revolutio¬ 
nary situation, a revolutionary situation that 
has existed since at least the early I97IK! 
Again, according to the WRP (which inciden¬ 
tally supports the medievalist regime in Teh¬ 
ran) there is not a relatively stable bourgeois 
democracy in Britain. No. there is a “Bona- 
partist dictatorship”. As with other 
Trotskyitcs. the WRP seems to label almost 
everything and anybody ‘Bonapartisf. It 
docs. after all. save them concretely examin¬ 
ing concrete situations. 

Then we have the SWP It described the 
miners’ Great Strike of 1984-5 as an “extreme 
example of the downturn”, which it says ] 
spanned the whole of the 19XIK We call this 
an extreme example ol self fulfilling defea¬ 
tism. The SWP opposes rank and file organis¬ 
ation. it opposes workers’ violence, it opposes 
the posing before workers ol basic democratic 
demands like the demand for self determina¬ 
tion for Ireland. 

On a wider scale, the SWP has never bro¬ 
ken from its theory that capitalism had over¬ 
come its periodic general crises through the 
“permanent arms economy”, in spite ol all 
evidence to the contrary. With similar theor¬ 
etical ‘sophistication’ it considers the socialist 
states to be no different from South Africa, 
the USA or Spain: ic capitalist Why? Be¬ 
cause they, like all capitalist states, produce a 
‘surplus’. This would make ancient Rome, 
feudal England and the communist society ol 
the future ‘capitalist’, but no matter, il it pre¬ 
vents the SWP from being tainted by any 
association with living socialism. 

T he RCP has its origins in the SWP and, 
like its parent, does not consider that the 
epoch ol wars and revolutions has produced 
anything worth defending. Where the proto 
SWP trod in 1950. Us former Irotskyite 
Opposition goes today T ony Cliff gave up all 
pretence of defending the socialist states, 
what Lenin called the “the living embodiment 
of the victory over capitalism on a woild 
scale”, under the propaganda barrage- 
launched by the bourgeoisie during the.Ko¬ 
rean War. 

All it took for his epigone Frank Richards 
to arrive at the same conclusion was western 
horror’ at the clamp down in C hina. Richards 
and his RC P now declare that they will “sup¬ 
port every movement” against the socialist 
states “regardless of their political pro¬ 
gramme”. This must presumably include Pa- 
myat. Solidarnose and the Mujahedin. And to 
prove that the RCP ean outdo the SWP in 
defeatism, not only abroad but also at home, 
it insists that the official labour movement is 
“dead” and that the “new mood” it says exists 
in Britain has its origins in middle class discon¬ 
tent, not growing working clavs confidence. 

T hese positions, in their own way, parallel 
the positions of the opponents of Bolshevism. 
Certainly no Leninist should deny the necess¬ 
ity of defeating our opportunists, just as the 
Bolsheviks defeated theirs. The positions of 
our opponents flow from both simple theor¬ 
etical wronghcadedness and, more import¬ 


antly, adaptation to the dominant culture in 
Britain ie, bourgeois culture. 

They attempt to get by on one dimensional 
anti-capitalism. Recruits are made on the 
basis of gut hatred of capitalism. But while 
this can be articulated into some sort of co¬ 
herence. it is never developed to the point of a 
consistent communist programme. The result 
is on the one hand tailing Labourism and on 
the other an infantile dismissal of Labourism, 
even declarations that it is ‘dead’ or that there 
is a revolutionary situation when there isn’t, 
or some other such thing. 

It is in struggle against this morass that The 
Leninist will reforge the CPGB, just as Lenin 
in effect reforged the RSDLP through Iskra' s 
struggle against the morass of legal socialists, 
populists, economists and separatists. We will 
take on and defeat our main opportunist 
trends, not least left Labourism (1 include 
here Militant. Socialist Organiser etc as well as 
Benn. Livingstone and Co) because we. like 
Lenin, want to see socialism. 

Of course, it cannot be emphasised too 
strongly that the CPGB which our class needs 
will not only be reforged against others, it will 
also be reforged for the organisation around 
The Leninist That neatly brings me to the 
state of our organisation. 


Weaknesses and strengths 

Here I will Ik even briefer. TTiis is best done 
by dealing with our weaknesses and strengths. 
Stalin made the point that once the political 
line is decided cadres decide everything. Our 
biggest weakness is lack of cadres, ie a lack of 
communists who are steeled in theory and 
practice and devote their lives, not merely 
their spare time, to the revolution. 

We will not easily overcome this weakness. 

It takes many years to really make a com¬ 
munist So this lack of cadres will continue to 
hold back our work and pace of development. 
Naturally we arc not blase Quite rightly we 
continue to place great emphasis on the edu¬ 
cation of our comrades, both in the classics of 
Marxism-Leninism and the burning issues ol 
the day We also quite rightly emphasise prac¬ 
tice as a means of firming comrades up. 

This already brings me to our strengths. We 
set the aim last year of learning politics. Edu¬ 
cation was the lop priority But where 1988 
was a year ol education, we decided that 19X9 
was to Ik- the year ol organisation The year ol 
organisation is a year which is obviously far 
from completed Yet already we have notched 
up signilican successes. 

()ur organisation has created waves, and at 
least to some extent determined the agenda, 
on major issues such, as unemployment and 
Ireland, m a way beyond what our st/e would 
suggest is possible As part ol our year ol 
organisation we also put forward the aim that 
every member would Ik* integrated into a eell. 
a cell that would Ik se ll activating and capable 
ol initiative. Comrades, this has been 
achieved, along with a doubling ol our ranks 
and preparations lor 1990, when we will prio¬ 
ritise spreading our organisation to cities out¬ 
side London. 

Perhaps our greatest strength, though, is 
the seriousness and discipline of which our 
comrades are capable. Ideological conviction 
is crucial here and reaches its pinnacle for two 
months every year in the form of our Summer 
Offensive. No other organisation could do 
what we’ve done in the Summer Offensive. It 
really tests our strength. 

I must admit that when we decided to 
double the target lor 1989 compared with the 
figure we raised in 1988 I knew we were taking 
a risk. Although we had doubled our mem¬ 
bership, wc had achieved that through inte¬ 
grating in existing supporters. Nonetheless 
the risk was obviously worth taking. 

We have stretched ourselves and immensely 
strengthened our convictions. Comrades, all 
the indications are that wc will bust through 
the 120,000 target. Already total pledges 
amount to 119,500. A splendid achievement. 

Of course, the Summer Offensive is not 
only about making the money necessary to 
finance our organisation. It is also, indeed it is 
above all. a means of making communists. All 
those who have fought to see the Sixth Sum¬ 
mer Offensive to success have developed 
themselves as revolutionaries and true com¬ 
munists. All comrades will know how hard it 
has been to raise our pledges. But also all 
comrades have learned. Learned how to go 
out, how* to be inventive, how to he single- 
minded. In the process what becomes obvious 
is the tar greater level of achievement of 
which wc are capable. 

•Victory to the Sixth Summer Offensive! 

•On to the Seventh! 
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RACISM 


separate 


idea of separate schools is a bour¬ 
geois one which is not at all per¬ 
missible from the point of view of 
democracy, let alone the working 

class. 

As long as different nationalities 
live in a single state they are bound 
together by countless economic, 
legal and social bonds. Education 
cannot be left to each national or 
religious ‘community*. If people 
are tied together economically, 
then any attempt to divide them 
permanently through separate edu¬ 
cation is as absurd as it is reactio¬ 
nary. All efforts should be made to 
unite nationalities in education 
matters, so that schools arc a prep¬ 
aration for what actually exists in 
real life. 

At the present there can be no 
question that migrant nationalities 
are disadvantaged because of lang¬ 
uage and cultural level, etc. Be¬ 
cause of this, attempts to separate 
people on the basis of origin, re¬ 
ligion. nationality etc can only wor¬ 
sen the relatively backward 
position of the oppressed. 

In South Africa education is sep¬ 
arated. inevitably to the disadvan¬ 
tage of the black masses. In Britain 
it is not only petty bourgeois Ame- 
rico-African and Asian migrants 
who want separation but. above 
all, fascists like the National Front 
and their more respectable white 
supremacist co-thinkers. 

In their campaign to secure state 
funding for the Zakaria Muslim 
Girls school in Kirklees, the Asian 
parents have won the backing of 
Parents Alliance for Choice in 
Education, which was set up by the 
right wing Freedom Association. 
The same body also backed the 
twenty-six white racist parents who 
refused to send their children to a 
local primary school in Dewsbury, 
because it was overwhelmingly 
Asian. 

The capitalists the world over 
are increasingly integrated. Who 
has not heard of 1992 by now. and 
all socialists know that such a 
coming together is ultimately 
directed against the working class 
irrespective of nationality. Who 
does not know that, from the giant 
factories and offices of the transna¬ 
tionals to the local DHSS office, 
we always, without exception, see 
an ever larger number of nationali¬ 
ties among the workers, certainly 
compared with the sleepy rural 
villages and comfortable commuter 
land of Tory dom. 

I hrough their life experience, 
advanced proletarians instinctively 
and inevitably realise that the unity 
of workers is essential. And what 
goes for the workplace goes for the 
education of their children. Sep¬ 
arating schools according to 
nationality, race or religion would 
not only increase racist prejudices 
a hundred fold, but also strengthen 
the hand of the ruling class. 

The children of the bourgeoisie 
go to the mixed Eton and Oxford, 
Harrow and Cambridge. Our chil¬ 
dren should enjoy the same facili¬ 
ties and the ime opportunity to 
overcome all narrow prejudices. 
We Leninists have opposed sep¬ 
aratism in all its forms and will 
continue to argue that only the best 
is good enough for our class. 

Tony Coughlin 


done this it resolved , con¬ 
trary to TOM nationally , that 
Kilburn TOM would march 
on the August 5 Irish Free¬ 
dom Movement demo . In 
true sectarian style. TOM 
dissolved the branch . Unper¬ 
turbed , these bold remnants 
of Gerry Healy's "ten thou¬ 
sand fighters for Trotskyism " 
won a sharp internal battle 
for Kilburn TOM to flaunt its 
own banner on August 5. 
and national TOM could go 
hang. Quite right too - 
except (hat our happy hand 
of few didn't actually get 
round to making themselves 
the banner which all the fuss 
was about. Thus Kilburn 
TOM makes the history 
books, as the first one to be 
disbanded for good inten¬ 
tions. And you know what 
they say about the mad to 
hell . comrades. 

■ The Darby and Joan 
4 official communists' of 
the New Communist Tarty 
are raising a little petty cash 
from a walk through the 
Peak District. In the New 
Worker of August 11 we find 
a picture of the NCP's intre¬ 
pid walkers about to embark , 
over the caption of "not quite 
over the hill yet". Really ? 

■ Some people never 
learn. This month's 
Workers Power has an edi¬ 
torial on the Labour Party, 
something close to the hearts 
of its supporters. “When an 
election comes", say these 
entrists. “we may have to put 
the Labour Party to test in 
office". Really? This must he 
in case some workers, some¬ 
where, believe that Kinnock 
is kidding when he reels off 
all the anti-worker measures 
he will take in No HI 
Workers Power, bless 'em. 
aim to prove that he’s as 
good as his word. But then, 
when haven’t they advocated 
that this reactionary party be 
* tested' in this wav? 

■ Gorbachevism conti¬ 
nues to ’enrich the ar- 
ni o u r v of Mar x i v m - 
Leninism' in its own inimita¬ 
ble wav — by dumping it. In 
Soviet Weekly of July 22, 
historian Vladlen Sirotk in 
argues that , far from NLP 
being a temporary and 
necessary retreat, if was Len¬ 
in's ratification of “the 
theoretical faults of the 
Marxist model of socialism" 
and economist B Pinsker in¬ 
forms us “that money circu¬ 
lation and the price system 
arc the backbone of any 
economy." How long can it 
be before we're being told 
that the struggle between 
socialism and capitalism is all 
a semantic debate? 


Dewsbury: workers' unity, not separatism, is the way to fight back 

One cannot be a democrat and at the 
same time advocate the principle of 
segregating schools. Certainly from the 
working class point of view we 
emphatically oppose separate educatio 


I T WAS on bookshop 
shelves months before any 
protest was seen. Before ils 
general release copies were 
dispatched to all the major muslim 
religious centres. No protests came 
forth. Vet. when blasphemy* was 
‘discovered*, the fact that Salman 
Rushdie is an ex-mtislim and a 
westernised rationalist made him 
the perfect target lor fundamental¬ 
ist hate. 

In war ruined Iran the medieval¬ 
ist regime stage-managed protests 
against Rushdie as a way ol 
diverting mass discontent Likc- 
wise for the mullahs in Britain his 
book Satanii Verse* was. so to 
speak, a godsend. When you cut 
away all the religious hocus pocus 
objections to the text. Satanic 
Verses is simply a vehicle for nuis- 
iim leaders to assert their political 
influence, particularly over youth, 
through the campaign for separate 
schools II Rushdie hadn’t written 
it they would have been forced to 
invent it. 

That is why it is beholden on all 
democrats to stand four square in 
defence of Rushdv ;»:»d not to give 
an inch to wiil> tor censorship or 
widening ot the blasphemy laws 
We must condemn the anti-Rush¬ 
die protests and not he waylaid lor 
one moment by cynical accusations 
of racism or any such nonsense 
We certainly do not call lor the 
arming of reactionary muslims. as 
the Labourite Workers Power 
Group seems to do in the July edi¬ 
tion of its paper. Self defence’ of 
the ‘black community* is a class 
issue. We are for self defence 
against fascist and police attack but 
opposed to ‘self defence’ against 
blasphemy*. 

Of course, what Workers Power 
and other Labour Party loyalists 
are concerned about is maintaining 


the votes of the muslim popu¬ 
lation. In reality for Workers 
Power, just like Kinnock. the 
whole Rushdie affair represents a 
danger to the Labour Party and its 
chances at the next general elec¬ 
tion. This produces the most 
obscene cowardice. 

The 1 abour Party leadership has 
kept its head well and truly down 
over Rushdie. Kinnock was even 
embarrassed to admit that he had 
recently met him (accidentally as it 
turned out). Other members ol the 
Labour Party have been no better, 
indeed some have been worse. Far 
worse. 

Roy Hatterslcy has argued 
against the publication ol a paper¬ 
back version of the best selling 
book, while Leicester Last MP. 
Keith Va/ has put himself at the 
head of a OHM) strong hook burn¬ 
ing demonstration! Indeed, so eon 
corned are Labour leftists that 
their party might lose votes over 
Rushdie that they are prepared to 
echo the separatist demands of the 
mosque, not least on the question 
of education. 

C hristian cult schools, which get 
an 85% spending grant from the 
government and are a well estab¬ 
lished component of the education 
system in Britain, provide the 
model for the sort of thing the 
reactionary muslims are after Far 
from countering such demands 
with the demand for the end of all 
religious schools. Labour leaders 
have lined up with the mosque. 

Labour's education spokesman. 
Jack Straw, has argued that “what 
is good enough for the catholics, is 
equally valid for the muslims**. Of 
course, what he means by this is 
not that all children should get a 
good secular education. Instead he 
wants Asian youth to be left victim 
to muslim teachers and their irra- 


tionalist beliefs, just as he is con¬ 
tent to subject children to the 
hateful beliefs of half educated 
nuns and twisted, sexually frus¬ 
trated priests 

With rampant racism and the 
widespread conception that educa¬ 
tion standards are falling, the idea 
of separate schools has become 
popular among some black parents 
and teachers. l*hc Asian ‘com¬ 
munity*. because it is relatively 
well organised, articulates this 
more effectively than those from 
an historical Amerieo-Afriean ori¬ 
gin. 

The mullahs know that children 
brought up in the state system will, 
whatever Us huge shortcomings, 
come to question the reactionary 
doctrines of the mosque. Having 
their own schools would give them 
the possibility ol scaling ofl their* 
children, especially the girlv from 
secular notions and influences. 
Separate schools would reinforce 
the traditionalist muslim view of 
women, with all the reactionary 
consequences that would have. 

Nonetheless Labour, which 
kingly boasts of its commitment to 
women s rights (it even promises to 
set up a token ‘Ministry of Women* 
if it was to get into government) 
goes along with it. A number of 
Labour MPs have done a complete 
summersault over segregated 
schools. Hatterslcy. Madden and 
Grant, for instance, were only a 
short time ago all opposed to sep¬ 
arate muslim schools. But since the 
anti -Satanic Verses campaign they 
have come full circle. 

We communist take a com¬ 
pletely opposite stand. We have 
always stood for the full inte¬ 
gration of the working class. We 
stand against all divisions of the 
class along religious, national, sex 
or sexual orientation lines. The 


■ 

WRP 

Quick off the mark as 
ever, it seems that the 
(Workers Press,) has 

taken 

over the Kilburn 

branch of the torpid Troops 

Out 

Movement . Having 
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Foot in 
mouth 


Paul Foot, Ireland: Why Britain 
must get out, Chatto Counter 
Blasts No2, Chatto and Windus, 
London 1989, pp69, £2.99 

DURING the past twenty years 
much rubbish has been published 
by representatives of various left 
groups on Ireland; Foot’s book is 
one of the worst. Its only good 
point is its length: it's mercifully 
short. 

Foot shows himself up as a social 
liberal with the most ‘naive illu¬ 
sions’ in British imperialism and 
the British imperialist Labour 
Party. According to Foot the par¬ 
tition of Ireland was a mistaken 
policy forced upon Britain by the 
Loyalists. Since then the British 
ruling class has “not had the guts 
to admit that the partition of Ire¬ 
land and the creation of the 
Orange state was a monstrous and 
cynical mistake, which must be put 
right” (p55). 

For him Britain has not been 
trying to crush a revolutionary situ¬ 
ation, it is to be pitied. “In the 
summer of 1972”, Foot writes, 
“the British government finally 
lost patience with the Northern 
Ireland government, and declared 
direct rule from Westminster” 
(p42). Poor misguided and long 
suffering Britain. 

If only the British government 
could be made to see sense, every¬ 
thing would be okay. That's the 
line of Paul Foot. British imperia¬ 
lism has. of course, plenty of guts. 

It singlemindedly maintains par¬ 
tition. which from its point of view 
was not a ‘mistake*, rather the way 
it preserves its domination of the 
whole of Ireland. 

Unlike Foot. British imperialism 
fully realises that an Ireland re¬ 
united through revolutionary ac¬ 
tion would be no haven of 
capitalist stability. It fears another 
Cuba triggering off a revolutionary 
explosion at home. Ireland has 
been interlinked with Britain over 
many centuries. It is all too close, 
and the populations of the two na¬ 
tions speak the same language and 
share a similar culture and physi¬ 
ology. On the political Richter 
scale a blow struck against British 
imperialism in Ireland would have 
a thousand times the impact made 
by the loss of colonics such as 
India, Nigeria or South Yemen. 

Foot, though, is not looking for 
a revolutionary solution to the 
‘Irish question*. At heart he is a lily 
livered reformist. By casting Loya- 
lism as the main villain. Foot ex¬ 
cuses the crimes of British 
imperialism and suggests it can (in¬ 
deed should) play a progressive 
role. 

Such an approach made Foot a 
perfect spokesperson for the ‘Time 
to Go’ campaign. Set up to get 
Britain to see sense, Time to Go’ 
played an objectively pro-imperial¬ 
ist role, painting Britain just as 
much a victim as Ireland. 

For ‘Time to Go’ and Foot, a 
withdrawal movement can be built 
simply by tapping into the existing 
(bourgeois) consciousness of the 
British population. Foot cites opi¬ 
nion poll findings which show an 
overwhelming desire to get the 
troops out. But this is dangerous. 
Opinion polls also show the reac¬ 
tionary reasons why the British 
public wants withdrawal. Com¬ 
monly expressed views like let the 
Paddies fight it out* or ‘low the 
Irish into the Atlantic and drown 
the lot of 'em’, do not provide the 
foundations for any sort of anti¬ 
imperialist movement. 

That is why The Leninist spon¬ 


sored the formation of Hands Off 
Ireland!: to directly challenge 
Time to Go’ and its reactionary 
politics. A mass movement is cer¬ 
tainly needed. But there are no 
short cuts. Calls for us to get to¬ 
gether with the Labour left and 
neo-Fabians, or to cobble together 
a do nothing alliance with oppor¬ 
tunist microsects, must and will be 
firmly resisted. 

For communists - unlike the 
SWPer Foot — a solidarity move¬ 
ment with Ireland (or any other 
oppressed nation for that matter) is 
fought for in the context of, and as 
a component part of, the struggle 
for revolution in Britain. This and 
only this is the communist line. To 
reduce solidarity down to the level 
of trying to make Britain sec sense, 
even acting as an auxiliary for the 
nationalist forces in Ireland, has 
nothing to do with the communist 
approach to politics. 

Tailing public opinion is the road 
to disaster, a diversion from the 
necessary though gruelling task of 
challenging and then changing the 
existing consciousness which exists 
in the working class of Britain. Our 
task - particularly when it comes 
to Ireland — is to win workers to 
communist consciousness. 

Where we link building a soli¬ 
darity movement (in fact, where 
we link all our work) to revolution, 
and the building of a genuine Com¬ 
munist Party, the SWPer Foot 
monstrously speculates on the 
possibility of Britain playing a pro¬ 
gressive role in Ireland. Where we 
call for Britain to be defeated and 
withdraw on the skids of its heli¬ 
copters, Foot pathetically urges the 
Tory government to end discri¬ 
mination, bad housing and even 
disband the hated RUC and UDR. 
Where we see socialism in Britain 
coming as a victory over Labou¬ 
rism, Foot looks to the Labour 
Party, not only in ‘Time to Go', 
but also in government (the SWP 
will automatically and loyally vote 
for and work for the ‘next Labour 
government'). 

No wonder Foot’s criticism of 
the Labour Party’s role in the Irish 
War is mild indeed. In fact he is 
full of sympathy. For example, 
when Foot writes about 1968, 
when nationalists refused to be 
ruled in the old way, and when the 
rulers could no longer rule in the 
old way. he regrets the fact that the 
imperialist Labour government 
“determind to deal with the prob¬ 
lem by reforming the state, not 
ending it.”(p38) The inference is 
clear. Labour could if it had had 
the will, acted differently. The 
SWP calls this utopian nonsense 
political realism. We have a better 
word for it — opportunism. 

Tony C oughlin 


Time to act 

Workers Theatre Movement, 

Twenty years , contact WTM for 
performances and/or affiliation at: 
BCM Box 928. London WON 
3XX (01-431 3135) 

IN ORDER to challenge the 
openly pro-imperialist orientation 
of the ‘Time To Go’ march on Au¬ 
gust 12 and its Labourite organ¬ 
isers who bank on a future 
Kinnock government withdrawing 
British troops from Ireland, the 
Workers Theatre Movement com¬ 
missioned a piece on Ireland from 
one of its members. 

The central message of Twenty 
years is simple but hard hitting. If 
you want to get British imperialism 
out of Ireland then you must sup¬ 
port the two basic democratic de¬ 
mands of ‘troops out now!’ and 
‘self determination for the Irish na- 


Not surprisingly, even within the 
WTM these two basic democratic 
demands were questioned. In 
many ways it was to be expected 
that the arguments within the 
group would reflect the backward 
and cowardly ideas peddled by 
opportunists and pro-imperialists 
dike. 

WTM members had numerous 
discussions on the politics of the 
oicce, its central objectives and its 
ikely impact. Arguments particu¬ 
larly centred on what self determi¬ 
nation meant in practice. Several 
members of the group, while ac¬ 
cepting ‘self determination for the 
Irish people' in ‘theory’, found 
great difficulty in committing 
themselves to doing the piece, be¬ 
cause of its insistence that workers 
in Britain must take sides with Irish 
people against the British state. 

Other members of the group 
close to The Leninist argued that 
the very demand for self determi¬ 
nation meant in practice giving 
unconditional support to the 
methods that the Irish people feel 
fit to use in their struggle to defeat 
British imperialism. 

Although the group only had a 
short time to work on the piece, 
the political discussions that raged 
were no diversion. After all. if the 
piece could not win members of 
the group to a principled position 
on Ireland, what chance would it 
have in the real world of the British 
labour movement, fed as it is on a 
staple diet of hatred for the IRA 
and pro-imperialism? 

The debates paid off. After con¬ 
tinued discussion, several members 
of the group who had earlier stated 
reservations about the piece, com¬ 
menced work on it Having won a 
sufficient number of the group to 
the need to perform the piece, the 
struggle was on to develop the dra¬ 
matic structures that would make it 
work. 

On one level, this problem had 
been simplified by the writer, who 
had adapted it from a 1932 piece 
called Meerut . written in solidarity 
with a group of trade unionists w ho 
had been imprisoned for daring to 
set up a trade union, in yet another 
of Britain’s colonies, India. 

The method of the piece is es¬ 
sentially a collective speech. Irish 
political prisoners develop their 
case by debunking, one after 
another, the lies and myths which 
have been deployed by the imper¬ 
ialists throughout the war. The 
prisoners argue forcefully why 
there can be no British solution in 
Ireland, that it was always time to 
go. They conclude by making a 
direct appeal to workers in Britain 
to unite their power “with the Irish 
liberation fighters”. For, as the 
piece stales, “unless you do, you 
forge your own chains". 

Proof of the pudding is. as the 
old saying goes, in the eating. 
Twenty yean was performed twice 
at the IFM demonstration and re¬ 
ceived a splendid reception. Those 
attending this march had no prob¬ 
lems with its hard hitting anti¬ 
imperialism and hostility to the 
imperialist practice of the Labour 
Party. 

What about the objectively pro¬ 
imperialist organisers of Time T o 
Go’? We staged Twenty years twice 
at the ‘Tune To Go’ demonstration 
a week after the IFM demonstra¬ 
tion. Here there was trouble with 
the organisers, but not the audi¬ 
ence. The chief steward even at¬ 
tempted to interrupt the piece half 
way through. He failed. And such 
was the reaction of the assembled 
crowd (and press attention) that he 
had the cheek to thank the WTM 
for its performance 

For the WTM and its Twenty 
years such two faced praise is 
praise indeed. 

Paul Harrington 

(WTM Secretary) 


■THE LENINIST 

London Seminars. 5pm Sundays. Details: 01-431 3135. Current 
scries: 

•The Communist Party and the Working Class: 

August 27: What balance should there be between centralism and 
democracy in a communist organisation? 

(September 3: No seminar. UWC pre-lobby concert and send-off.) 
September 10: If communism is inevitable, why do communists 
stress the need for discipline and self-sacrifice? 

Manchester Readers' Group Meetings. 7.30pm Fridays. Gulliver’s 
pub. Oldham Street. Manchester M1. August 25: Why we need a 
communist alternative. How will it be built? 


■UWC 

T hursday August 31 to Monday September4: UWC march on the 
TUC, Manchester to Blackpool. Lobby ofTUC. Sam Monday 
September 4. Smash ET! No Slave Labour! Organise the 
Unemployed! 

Thursday August 31, Manchester: Send off to marchers, 6.30pm 
Albert Square, in front of Manchester Town Hall. Performance by 
Workers Theatre Movement. 

Friday September I. Bolton: UWC public meeting. 7.30pm 
Socialist Club, 16, Wood Street. Speakers: Joe Kay. Mark Fischer, 
plus Workers Theatre Movement. 

Saturday September 2, Preston: UWC public meeting, 7.30pm. 
venue to be announced. Speakers: Mark Fischer, plus Workers 
Theatre Movement. 

Sunday September 3. London: UWC concert and send-off for 
lobbyers, 8pm to 12 midnight. Red Rose Club. 127. Seven Sisters 
Road, N7 (Finsbury Park tube). Musie/comedy/theatrc/disco. 
Thrum (acoustic guitar band ). Workers Theatre Movement will 
perform three pieces: * I hree frames and two pictures'. ‘Twenty 
Years* and a new piece on unemployment. Also disco, and more 
acts to come. £5 waged, £2 unwaged by ticket, or at the door, 
including coach seat if required. Coaches leave for Blackpool at 
midnight, returning to London 7.30pm Monday. 

Monday September 4, Blackpool: UWC' lobby of the T’UC', Sam 
sharp until I lam. Fringe meeting: 12 noon. Claremont Hotel. 270. 
North Promenade. Speakers include Ernie Roberts MP (Honorary 
President ot the UWC), Phil Griffin and Mark Fischer. 

Manchester: Organising meetings lor the march on the T UC, 7pm 
ever\ Monday. Committee Room 4. Manchester Town Hall. 
Albert Square. 

Saturdays: 10am sale/collection in Market Street. 


Money: Besides ticket sales and £20sponsorships. UWC' is 
appealing lor 100 tenners* and aiming to collect £ I .INK) on the 
street (or workplace) before the lobln. 

HOI! 



T he Hands Off Ireland! conference on Sunday August 13 decided 
to continue the campaign on the basis of the slogans. T roops Out 
Now!* and Sell determination lor the Irish nation!' An organising 
committee ol seven was elected and a programme of future 
campaigning agreed (Sec the hack page). I lands Oil Ireland! has 
groups m London, Manchester and Sheffield which hold regular 
meetings and organise activities in their areas, as well as building 
for major events. Wherever you are. get active with I K)IL Phone 
us for further details and affiliate to II () L BCM Box 928. London 
WC1N3XX. (Organisations: national £25. regional £25. local 110 
Individuals: £5 waged, £2.50 unwaged). Watch this space for 
future meetings and activities 
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T HERE can he no neutrals 
in ihc Irish war. Standing 
on the sidelines condemn¬ 
ing all violence equates the 
attacks of the oppressors with the 
resistance of the oppressed. Are 
you for the IRA or for British 
imperialism? 

Communists have no doubts 
with whom we side in this war: 
with the oppressed against their 
oppressors. There can he no other 
way of mobilising workers in Bri¬ 
tain in solidarity with the Irish 
people. ‘From bishops to brickies’ 
type campaigns which seek to pla> 
to the lowest common denomina¬ 
tor. appealing for a British with 
drawal in the interests of the 
British state, have always fallen by 
the wayside or shattered at the first 
serious test. 

But for twenty years the British 
left has done just this. The 'Time 
To Go’ campaign actually looked 
to the British state to provide a 
solution in Ireland, leading Time 
To Go’ supporter and SWP mem¬ 
ber Paul Foot wrote that ‘'Britain 
should set an irrevocable date for 
that withdrawal and at once con¬ 
vene a constitutional conference at 
an international level to determine 
bow best that withdrawal can be 
accomplished" (Ireland: Why Bri¬ 
tain must get out), 'fhc state that 
has terrorised the Irish people, 
then, is supposed to set things right 
for them They remain, in Foot 
and ‘Time To Go’s little scenario, 
passive bystanders while British 
imperialism decides how and when 
it will withdraw, ‘lime To Go* 
turns reality on its head by arguing 
that ritish state, the problem. 


is instead the solution. 

The sort of ‘withdrawal’ that 
genuine anti-imperialists want to 
see in Ireland is the sort that was 
forced on the US in Vietnam - 
running out defeated by a vic¬ 
torious people. That Is why we de¬ 
mand troops out now. 

To argue for a graduated (ie. 
conditional) withdrawal is to argue 
that British imperialism can have 
some kind of a progressive role to 
play now. It cannot: in Ireland or. 
for that matter, in Britain. The 
best thing for both the Irish people 
and workers in Britain would be 
for British imperialism in Ireland 
to be smashed. That must be the 
perspective of any genuine soli¬ 
darity movement with the Irish 
struggle in Britain today. 

''l ime To Go* talked of 'twenty 
wasted years'. If there have been 
twenty wasted years, they have not 
been wasted for the state, of which 
TIG* seeks to act as the liberal 
conscience, bn: in building a mass 
solidarity movement with the Irish 
people against the British state. 
They are years wasted through de¬ 
moralising. non-starter and ulti¬ 
mately pro-imperialist campaigns 
such as *TTG*. Do we really want 
to be marking thirty wasted years* 
in another deca d e? 

The ‘time to go’ is now. It always 
has been The time to build a 
movement for a British defeat in 
Ireland is now. In doing so we 
must settle accounts with those sec¬ 
tions of the workers* movement 
whose theory and practice have 
been a block to this. ‘Time To Go* 
is an example of this. Instead of 
building Irish solidarity, because of 


its political basis it actually derails 
it This must be challenged so that 
the alternative can be built. 

Hands Off Ireland! was estab¬ 
lished last September to do just 
this. Open to all anti-imperialists 
and anti-imperialist organisations, 
the aim of Hands Off Ireland! was 
an anti-imperialist contingent on 
the August 12 TTG* demonstra¬ 
tion. 

On the day it was a great suc¬ 
cess. In contrast to the labourites 
and SWPcrs who seemed more 
interested in chatting to friends 
than expressing solidarity with the 
forces of national liberation in Ire¬ 
land. even before the march set off 
HOI! kept up a militant barrage of 
slogans demanding Troops Out 
Now!' and proclaiming ‘For the 
IRA. against the British Army!*. 

This was clearly unpopular with 
the organisers, who tried to force 
us to the back of the march as it 
moved off. as well as attempting to 
disrupt the Workers Theatre 
Movement performance of the 
sketch Twenty Years, which ham¬ 
mered home the same point in agit¬ 
prop form. They failed. Over 100 
people marched in the tightly 
organised contingent, along with 
many hundreds of others in diffe¬ 
rent sections of the demonstration 
who carried Hands Off Ireland! 
placards. The worry of some that 
Hands Off Ireland! would not be 
distinct enough from the ‘TTG* 
element proved unfounded. 

At the end of the march the 
HOI! contingent peeled off and 
held a short rally with speakers 
from Hands Off Ireland!. Red Ac¬ 
tion and the Sheffield Defence 


Campaign along with messages of 
solidarity from the Irish Repub¬ 
lican Socialist Party and John Mit¬ 
chell. former general secretary of 
the Irish Distributive and Adminis¬ 
trative Trades Union. 

Hands Off Ireland!, unlike 
‘Time To Go*, has no intent ion of 
shutting up shop for the next ten 
years. It recognised at its inception 
the criminal lack of a genuine soli¬ 
darity movement in Britain over 
the past two decades and saw the 
necessity of challenging ‘Time To 
Go’ “as the first step towards 
building a mass solidarity move¬ 
ment based on the organised work¬ 
ing class demanding Irish 
freedom*’. 

The work done towards the con¬ 
tingent (ami the contingent itself) 
has taken us nearer to that goal. 
We fought in the unions and on the 
streets for the politics of HOI! and 
the need for an anti-imperialist 
contingent. 

We concretised this the morning 
after the ‘TTG* demo: HOI! held a 
conference of supporters to deter¬ 
mine the future of the campaign. 
The overwhelming decision was 
that HOI! should be continued, in 
the words of the conference state¬ 
ment. ‘To build support for and 
initiate principled solidarity work 
with the struggle for Irish self 
determination: to fight for a mass 
working class based Irish soli¬ 
darity movement in Britain" 
around the slogans of “Troops 
Out Now!" and “Self determina¬ 
tion for the Irish nation!". 

The conference took a non-sec¬ 
tarian stand on the question of pro- 
viding platforms for the 


representatives of the stiuggle in 
Ireland. This is extremely import¬ 
ant in the face of attempts by the 
‘official’ solidarity organisations to 
exclude the IRSP from speaking in 
Britain. Because of this it was re¬ 
solved to support the Manchester 
Martyrs commemoration, which 
has been attacked for consistently 
inviting Sinn Fein and the IRSP to 
its annual commemoration. At¬ 
tacks on the non sectarian 
approach of the committee have 
led to a position where the very 
existence of the commemoration is 
threatened; something that HOI! 
cannot let go unchallenged. 

Any solidarity organisation wor¬ 
thy of the name must not only give 
consistent support to principled 
initiatives, it must also put forward 
its own. The Hands Off Ireland! 
conference therefore decided to 
initiate an annual Easter demon¬ 
stration, both to commemorate the 
1916 Rising and to link this to 
building support within the work¬ 
ing class in Britain for the present 
struggle for Irish freedom . Such a 
march can provide an important 
focal point for working class 
mobilisation on Ireland. 

Hands Off Ireland! is fighting to 
lay the basis for the mass move¬ 
ment which will fight alongside the 
Irish people for a British defeat in 
Ireland. With this perspective we 
can ensure that there will be no 
more ‘wasted years’. Fight with 
Hands Off Ireland! — join the re¬ 
sistance! 

•Troops Out Now! 

•Self determination for the Irish 
nation! 

Alan Merrik 






































THE LENINIST 


A critique of the ‘British Road to Socialism* 

Which road? ra,, 2 


B OTH THE Euro Executive Commit¬ 
tee of the CPGB and the ‘re-estab¬ 
lished' Communist Party of Britain 
split promised us new versions of their 
mutual programme, the British Road to 
Socialism. The CPB has duly come up with its 
backward looking draft but. showing the 
depth of the ideological crisis afflicting the 
Euro organisation, its leadership split almost 
exactly 50:50 on the draft produced by its 
specially appointed commission. In order to 
paper over the cracks the Euros have aban¬ 
doned any attempt to update their pro¬ 
gramme. 

To save themselves they have come up with 
a “strategy document", the Manifesto for new 
times. based on the ultra-revisionist argu¬ 
ments put forward in their Facing up to the 
future. The relationship between this docu¬ 
ment and the BRS will be “decided" by the 
Euros' congress in November 1989. 

We have already presented our criticisms of 
Facing up to the future (The Leninist No77) 
but before dealing with the CPB's new draft of 
the BRS and the Euros' Manifesto for new 
times it will be instructive if we examine the 
1978 edition of the BRS. which both wings of 
‘official communism' still claim as their own 
(the CPB was formed on the basis of defend¬ 
ing it against Euro attempts to revise it - 
hence it is more than an ironic twist that it was 
originally drafted by George Matthews and 
arch Euro Martin Jacques). 

Introduction 

The introduction to the BRS (all references, 
unless otherwise stated, are from the fifth, 
1978 edition) states that it is “based on the 
theory of scientific socialism first elaborated 
by Marx an*! Engels, creatively applying that 
theory to :ik situation in Britain and the 
world” (p3). This claim is absurdly false. 

The BRS's scientific socialism is a shabby 
counterfeit. Its reformist scheme for a “new 
type of Labour Government" which would 
solve the capitalist crisis and would even open 
up “the road to socialism" by “transforming" 
the state (p4) is not the legitimate offspring of 
Marx and Engels but Bernstein and Kautsky, 
the true progenitors of such ideas in the 
workers' movement. 

We shall now go through the BRS , step by 
step, to prove our contention and at the same 
time present some of our ideas about what 
should be in a genuine communist pro¬ 
gramme. 

/. Why Britain needs 
Socialism 

Consensus politics — 
defending parliament 

The first section of the BRS maintains that 
“Britain is in deep economic, political and 
social crisis". All previous editions of the BRS 
since 1950 made the same claim; this or that 
statistic has been updated, but Britain (and as 
we shall see, world capitalism) is supposed to 
be in permanent crisis. 

The term crisis is in our view applied far too 
loosely. Certainly capitalism has run out of all 
progressive possibilities. As a system it has 
become moribund and decadent. Yes, Britain 
has been suffering from relative decline 
throughout the twentieth century. But as we 
shall see the BRS has no understanding what¬ 
soever of the real laws of motion of the capi¬ 
talist system. It refers to capitalism 
developing through a “series of booms and 
slumps'’, yet it is unable to historically locate 
or relate them to our own day. 

The fact of the matter is that throughout the 
1950s and 60s world capitalism experienced an 
unprecedented boom (we will deal with this 
more fully below). This never seems to have 
sunk into the heads of those who wrote the 


BRS. If it has, there is no evidence of it, 
certainly not in the BRS. So, although Britain 
has been suffering from relative decline in a 
particularly pronounced form since the end of 
World War II. because of the boom this was 
handled without plunging the country into any 
sort of political crisis. 

The assortment of social ills such as NHS 
charges, property speculation and increased 
police powers listed in the BRS as features of 
Britain's crisis are actually products of the 
ending of the boom and the beginning of an 
intermediate period between boom and 
slump. 

There is. even in this first section of the 
BRS. plenty more muddle. We arc told, for 
example, that since “the end of the Second 
World W’ar there have been Tory govern¬ 
ments for about half the time, and labour 
governments for the other hair’. Remember 
this was published in 1978. ic before the 
Thatcher years, so there is nothing amiss 
here. But then we find the following non¬ 
sense: “They have differed in many of their 
policies, but neither have solved the basic 
problems." (p5 - our emphasis). 

One would have thought it was universally 
accepted that throughout the long lx>om of 
the 1950s and 60s and even during the stag¬ 
nation of the 70s, the policies of the Labour 
and Tory parties have been the same in es¬ 
sence. It was because of this that terms such as 
‘consensus politics' and Butskellism — joining 
together the names of Tory Chancellor RA 
Butler and Labour leader Hugh Gaitskell - 
were coined. But what the BRS wants us to 
believe is clear. With different policies Bri¬ 
tain's problems could have been overcome. 

We have not seen anything yet. The BRS 
says that “local democracy" is being eroded 
by “the state", as if local government was not 
part of the state! After saying this it goes on: 
“The ruling class tries to confine democracy 
to the right to vote in elections, and deny the 
people real participation in decision making" 
and claims that: “Parliament’s sovereign 
rights are being eroded’’ (p6). 

This is typical of the BRS. It is not just 
littered with half truths, it is actually con¬ 
structed on the basis of them. Of course, the 
ruling class “tries to confine democracy to 
the right to vote in elections, and deny the 
people real participation in decision mak¬ 
ing". But this is precisely done through the 
mechanism of the parliamentary system. It 
gives the minority who own and control the 
means of production a democratic cloak with 
which to hide their rule. 

Parliament is an institution of the bourgeois 
state. This is ABC. Whether or not its “rights 
arc being eroded” is open to question, but 
what is being insinuated is that parliamentary 
democracy is more than a sham. The facts are 
straightforward. One house of parliament is 
not even elected; it consists of the hereditary 
aristocracy, the top ranks of the Church of 
England bureaucracy, senile former MPs and 
trade union leaders who have been rewarded 
for services rendered. As to the other house, 
it is little more than a talking shop. 

People vote every five years, true. But this 
docs not mean that power resides with the 
majority. The fact that the capitalist class 
owns and controls the means of production is 
worth any number of general elections. 

Yet the authors of the BRS undoubtedly 
want us to cherish and defend parliament. 
Why? Because these opportunists see it as a 
genuine expression of democracy which can 
be used as an instrument for social transform¬ 
ation. This is a slippery slope which leads 
directly to the camp of the bourgeois estab¬ 
lishment, and ultimately to counterrevolution 
... but let’s not run ahead of ourselves. 

In this section the reason given as to why we 
should cherish and defend parliament is me¬ 
rely because its “rights" are under attack by 
“reactionary forces". In 1977 the most promi¬ 
nent of these “reactionary forces" was said to 
be the European Community (replacing the 
USA in previous editions). The EC was 


apparently eroding “the right in principle for 
the British people to determine their own 
affairs." (p6). 

Of course, by slipping in the phrase “in 
principle" it is implied that through parlia¬ 
ment “the British people" can “determine 
their own affairs”: a trick, on the basis of 
which the BRS can paint parliament as a 
democratic institution. 

As some readers might know 1 , on the initia¬ 
tive of the Euros at the 4()th Congress of the 
CPGB it was decided that campaigning 
against EC membership was no longer a ‘pri¬ 
ority*. This was merely a pointer to where the 
Euros wanted to go. A year later, in Facing up 
to the future. the left' is attacked for not 
enthusiastically embracing the EC. Where 
next? 

Clearly a new “menace" to parliamentary 
democracy will have to be found. Thatcherism 
has been tried. It has been depicted in semi¬ 
fascist colours by just about every Euro. But it 
did not really stick — Thatcherism was far too 
British. St) given the Euro orientation to what 
i\ a Western European imperialist bloc, 
maybe the US bogey will be brought in again 
Who knows? Maybe it will be the revolutio¬ 
nary left. After all. we make no secret about 
our intention of overthrowing parliament. 
Yet. whatever rabbit is pulled from the oppor¬ 
tunist hat. we can be sure that the charade of 
parliament will remain at the heart of the 
Euro project, just as it will lor the CPB wing 
of ‘official communism*. 

/./. Contradictions of 
capitalism 

Public sector — transnational 
companies - imperialism and 
de- industrialisation 

In its own muddled style, the BRS correctly 
locates the source of “Britain's problems" in 
the contradictions of capitalism, most import¬ 
antly the contradiction between the social na¬ 
ture of production and the private nature of 
expropriation. Phis has been inherited from 
orthodox Marxism. Nonetheless the BRS 
hints - and it is only that - that somehow the 
public/nationalised sector of the economy is in 
some way not capitalist, that it has to be 
forced to bend to the will of capital. We read 
that: “There is a constant pressure to subor¬ 
dinate the public sector and make it serve the 
interests of the private sector." (p6) 

We would be the first to say that 
nationalised industries under capitalism are 
the easiest to transform into socialist stale 
property after a revolution. Nationalised 
industries do in a sense represent the seeds of 
the future inside capitalism. They are in many 
ways the most socialised areas within the capi¬ 
talist economy. Undeniably though, they are 
at the moment the collective property of the 
capitalist class, owned by the capitalist ^state. 

Workers in these areas of the economy are 
exploited just like other workers; surplus 
value is extracted and capitalist relations are 
reproduced. The surplus value is used either 
to facilitate accumulation directly in the form 
of ‘ploughing back profits', or distributed indi¬ 
rectly into the coffers of individual capitalists 
in interest payments, cheap services, lucrative 
orders or lower prices. 

Hence there is no question of “pressure" 
having to be exerted to force the nationalised 
sector to serve capitalism's interests. 

The BRS says that the cause of capitalist 
crisis is a low level of consumption. It tells us 
that: “to get the profit, the goods produced 
have to be sold. And since a major factor in 
the demand for goods is the level of wages 
and salaries, restricting them also restricts the 
market in each capitalist country," (p7). 

This theory is okay as far as it goes. But it 
ignores the crucial role of the law of the tend¬ 
ency for the rate of profit to fall - which Marx 


called “in every respect the most important 
law of modern political economy." ( Grun - 
drisse p748). Behind the saturation of markets 
and the general law of capitalist accumulation 
- the relative pauperisation of the masses - 
lies the tendency for the rate of profit to fall. 

Not recognising this could lead one to the 
simplistic conclusion that if wages were in¬ 
creased at a stroke, capitalism's crisis would 
be overcome. This cloud-cuckoo-land scheme 
has certainly been proposed by reformists and 
is the main proposition contained in the Alter¬ 
native Economic Strategy, abandoned as loo 
leftist' by the Euros but still dear to the hearts 
of the CPB. 

The AES argues that by increasing wages 
everyone will be happy: increased wages will 
increase demand and in turn will increase pro¬ 
fits. This is the flip side of capitalists’ promises 
to workers over the ages that if they work 
harder everyone will benefit: improved pro¬ 
ductivity will lead to cheaper prices, more 
demand, secure jobs and eventually higher 
wages. Of course things don't work out like 
that. Either way though, on the basis of such 
utopian confusion, class collaborationism is 
fostered. 

Further confusion is added by the BRS' s 
characterisation of the “multinationals". We 
are told that they invest and operate “all over 
the world" and that they owe “allegiance to 
no one but themselves", in other words they 
are unpatriotic It is their “policies", says the 
BRS . which “have led to a continuous export 
,»f capital, with under-investment in British 
industr> and its consequent backwardness as 
compared to other advanced capitalist coun¬ 
tries." (p7) 

The term “multinational" is misleading. 
There are very lew genuine multinational 
companies. The vast majority of major mon¬ 
opolies are transnational companies, operat¬ 
ing internationally yes. but operating from a 
specific base, from a specific country. Ford. 
General Motors. IBM. Chase Manhattan. 
Standard Oil and Boeing operate inter¬ 
nationally. but from their base in the USA. In 
the same way ‘our own' monopolies like Brit¬ 
ish Leyland. IC'l, Bl\ Barclays Bank and Brit¬ 
ish Aerospace have their tentacles spread 
around the globe, but they remain centred on 
Britain, they are in a word British. The same 
applies to the transnational companies ol 
lapan. Federal Germany, France etc. 

As to I he export of capital and its conse¬ 
quent effects on the structure of the metro¬ 
politan economy, this is hardly a new. or a 
peculiarly British, phenomenon. It is a prod¬ 
uct of imperialism, a concept referred to in the 
BRS in the case of Britain only in the past 
tense. 

As explained by Lenin in his work Imperia¬ 
lism. the highest stage of capitalism . when 
capitalism reaches its decadent stage it be¬ 
comes characterised by monopoly and imper¬ 
ialism, ie the export of capital. I his leads to 
the creation of the ‘rentier state', the ‘usurer 
slate', in which the bourgeoisie to an ever 
increasing degree lives on the proceeds of 
capital exports and the ‘clipping of coupons . 
Because of this, capitalism grows far more 
rapidly than before; but Lenin pointed out 
that this growth becomes “more and more 
uneven" and this “unevenness also manifests 
itself in particular, in the decay of the coun¬ 
tries which are the richest in capital." And 
Lenin cited Britain as being the prime of 
example of this. ( CW. Vol 22 p3<X)) 

For Leninists, the decay of Britain's home 
based industries has nothing to do with lack of 
patriotism of the transnationals. No, it is sim¬ 
ply the result of the playing out of the iron 
laws of developed (moribund) capitalism, 
something which can only be overcome by 
ending capitalism itself. 

As to *our' transnationals having no allegi¬ 
ances except to 'themselves', let us be quite 
clear us to what is being inferred: it is that they 
have no loyalty to Britain. This is not the case. 
To he a British patriot today is to be a partisan 
of capital. The British state is capital's; capital 
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dominates it. capitalists unite to protect it. 
The British state represents their collective 
interests against both the working class and 
the interests of other, foreign, capitalists. 

The BRS itself declares that: "Monopol) 
capitalism has become state monopoly capi¬ 
talism, with the state and the monopolies 
closely inter-connected." If this contention is 
broadly correct (and it is), and if the monop¬ 
olies have "grown in size and increasing!) 
dominate Britain." (p7) (which they do), then 
passages which portray the transnationals as 
cosmopolitan, divorced from nation and 
therefore state, must be seen as deliberate 
attempts to mislead. 


1.2. How capitalist rule is 
maintained 

Rule by consent and coercion 
— democracy — violence 

This subsection of the BRS is pivotal for the 
entire document. The whole elaborate stra¬ 
tegy of reforming British capitalism into 
socialism rests on its contention that capital 
maintains its rule by consent and that once 
that consent is withdrawn the capitalist state 
machine can be transformed through an elec¬ 
tion and used as the vehicle for socialism. 

The subsection begins correctly enougl 
with the observation that: "The concentra¬ 
tion of wealth and economic control in fewer 
and fewer hands means that a small number ol 
big firms exercise enormous power. Their 
decisions have a major influence on Britain’s 
economy, on the extent of investment, the 
amount and type of goods produced, the 
prices charged, the balance of payments, and 
the position of the pound. Yet those who 
own and run them are not elected by, or 
responsible to, the people. It is a system 
which makes a mockery of democracy." (p8) 

In other words, under capitalism there is. 
and can only be. the appearance of democ¬ 
racy. Formal democracy, that is. where the 
majority of wage slaves can choose who will 
misrepresent them, but where, behind the 
cloak of democracy, a minority rules through 
control of the state and the ownership of the 
means of production. 

Unfortunately the British Road then contra¬ 
dicts this orthodox communist understanding 
of bourgeois democracy. It says the ruling 
class exercises "a degree of coercion to main¬ 
tain its rule" using institutions like “the civil 
service, the police, the armed forces, the ju¬ 
diciary, the Foreign Office etc." (our empha¬ 
sis p9). The word "degree” is no slip, it is a 
clever, all things to all people, device, allow¬ 
ing opportunism to worm its way through the 
description of the formal nature of bourgeois 
democracy. After all. we can have a small 
degree of force or a large degree of force. 
Anyway, having sown some seeds of doubt, 
the BRS then bluntly states that capitalist rule 
"reties primarily on the fact that millions of 
people believe that the present political system 
is truly democratic." (p9 — our emphasis) 

We do not deny that, because of habit, the 
media and the domination of bourgeois ideas 
in society, millions believe in the sham of 
parliamentary democracy. But to suggest that 
bourgeois rule rests primarily on consent is 
utter nonsense. It does, though, allow the 
authors of the BRS to reduce political struggle 
to primarily a battle of ideas. This is a bla¬ 
tantly anti-Marxist position. For us. matter (in 
this instance the state and class society) is 
primary, ideas (consciousness) secondary. We 
do not deny the importance of winning the 
battle of ideas but we understand that winning 
the battle of ideas means winning the masses 
to make violent revolution against the state, a 
very material act. 

Lenin time and time again insisted that be¬ 
hind the facade of parliamentary and judicial 
nicety is concealed the mailed fist of coun¬ 
terrevolutionary terror. This had to be taken 
on and destroyed. The struggle to extend 
dcmoeratic rights can be used to expose it, but 
in the last analysis force will decide. Some 
claim this view was based purely on experi¬ 
ence of Tsarist Russia, which was backward 
and traditionally autocratic. We need to look 
to Gramsci and the like in order to understand 
the capitalist state in the west, they say lhis 
is to gut Gramsci — for all his idealist tenden¬ 
cies - of his revolutionism, and treat Lenin as 
a simpleton. 

Lenin was, of course, fully aware of the 
situation in Western Europe. He did, after all 
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spend lengthy periods in exile there. But Len¬ 
in’s analysis of the capitalist state did not rely 
on mere personal experience, let alone the 
superficial banalities which pepper the BRS. 
No, his understanding was based on a truly 
scientific grasp of the essence of bourgeois, 
rule, not only in backward countries but in the 
most advanced democratic ones. 

Let us sec whether Lenin suffered from an 
eastern bias. Writing against the former ‘Pope 
of Marxism’, in his The proletarian revolution 
and the renegade Kautsky , Lenin insisted that: 
"The more highly developed a democracy is, 
the more imminent are pogroms or civil war 
in connection with every profound political 
divergence which is dangerous to the bour¬ 
geoisie. The learned Mr Kautsky could have 
studied this ‘law’ of bourgeois democracy in 
connection with the Dreyfus case in repub¬ 
lican France, with the lynching of negroes and 
internationalists in the democratic republic of 
America, with the case of Ireland and Ulster 
in democratic Britain, with the baiting of the 
Bolsheviks and the staging of pogroms 
against them in April 1917 in the democratic 
republic of Russia ... 

"Take the bourgeois parliament. Can it be 
that the learned Kautsky has never heard that 
the more highly democracy is developed, the 
more the bourgeois parliaments are subjected 
by the stock exchange and the bankers? This 
does not mean that we must not make use ol 
bourgeois parliaments (the Bolsheviks made 
far better use of it than probably any other 
party in the world, for in 1912-14 we won the 
entire workers’ curia in the fourth Duma). 
But it does mean that only a liberal can forget 
the historical limitations and conventional na¬ 
ture of the bourgeois parliamentary system as 
Kautsky does. Even in the most democratic 
bourgeois state the oppressed people at every 
step encounter the crying contradictions 
between formal equality proclaimed by the 
‘democracy’ of the capitalists and the thou¬ 
sands of real limitations and subterfuges 
which turn the proletarians into wage slaves. 
It is precisely this contradiction that Is open¬ 
ing the eyes of the people to the rottenness, 
mendacity and hypocrisy of capitalism. It b 
this contradiction that the agitators and 
propagandists of socialism are constantly ex¬ 
posing to the people, in order to prepare them 
for revolution! And now that the era of rev¬ 
olution has begun , Kautsky turns his back 
upon it and begins to extol the charms of 
moribund bourgeois democracy." (C'W Vol 
28 pp245-6, original emphasis). 

We make no excuse for quoting Lenin at 
length. In our view what he says about bour¬ 
geois democracy is as true today as it was 
when he penned the above words in 1918. Our 
view of bourgeois democracy is based firml> 
on the lessons of life itself. Unlike the author> 
of the BRS we do not impose some precon¬ 
ceived schema on reality. Just as in 1918. 
bourgeois democracy is. and can only be, for¬ 
mal democracy. Ihe instant the masses at¬ 
tempt to go beyond bourgeois society the 
ruling class resorts to force to maintain the 
status quo. 

Today, in under developed and medium 
developed eapitalist countries, democracy is a 
luxury for the ruling class. In these countries 
the bourgeoisie and its state is weak. There¬ 
fore it is often forced to rule without the cloak 
of democracy. In the advanced capitalist 
countries the reverse is true. As a result it 
takes quite profound movements of the 
masses to disturb the political order. But in 
the event of such disturbances the powerful 
bourgeois state is brought to the fore, used to 
crush and terrorise. It is for this reason Lenin 
said the descent into pogrom and civil war was 
‘especially’ a feature of the 'most' democratic 
bourgeois regimes. He was right. 

We need only recall what Wiemar Germany 
produced. As for today, to get a glimpse of 
.vhat lies behind bourgeois democracy, look at 
Britain, which is still relatively speaking a 
tfahlc bourgeois democracy. ITie miners 
earn! more about bourgeois democracy than 
the authors of the BRS will ever know during 
their Great Strike of 1984-5. In those heady 
Jays the coercive reality of bourgeois rule 
itood revealed. Miners had to face unprece¬ 
dented police terror merely in order to main¬ 
tain their strike and exercise the right to 
picket. Ten thousand were arrested, many 
hundreds injured and two died in what was 
obviously more, far more, than a run of the 
mill industrial dispute, though not a revol¬ 
ution or anything like it. 

As to the nationalist population in Ireland'* 
occupied Six Counties, they, more than any 
other section of the population in the United 
Kingdom, know the reality behind British 


democracy. The demand for civil rights in the 
Six Counties in the late 1960s was met first 
with police baton and then pogrom. In that 
part of the UK there arc no-jury courts^ 
internal exile is routinely imposed, over 2,000 
have died and the state effectively encourages 
and on occasion directs UVF and UDA fascis¬ 
ts assassination gangs. 

All this in a civilised, still stable, western 
country. Is Lenin’s analysis outdated? Hardly. 
Once consent is withdrawn the ruling class has 
to and does maintain its domination through 
coercion. This, not the illusion people have in 
parliamentary democracy, is the material es¬ 
sence of the capitalist state. 

Although the BRS grudgingly admits that 
the capitalists are “prepared to'use coercion 
and violence’’, it places all its hopes in pre¬ 
venting’’ this by the use of “overwhelming 
working class and popular strength (plO). 
What exactly is meant by “preventing” we will 
see later on. In the meantime let us again 
emphasise that for the BRS the capitalists rule 
“mainly” through “achieving a social consen¬ 
sus and class collaboration” (plO). It is only 
through such a one sided analysis that the 
BRS can propose to change Britain simply by 
winning a parliamentary majority. 

We do, as we have said, see the need to win 
the mass of the population. Not as atomised 
passive voters or walk on walk off extraparlia¬ 
mentary extras. For us the masses must be 
won to take a collective, active and creative 
role in the revolutionary overthrow of the 
bourgeois state — and that includes the 
overthrow of parliament - and in building the 
new socialist state. Our task is not to defend 
bourgeois democracy and its parliament be¬ 
fore the masses. On the contrary, our task is 
to expose through political struggle the fact 
that bourgeois rule is based on the ownership 
and control of the means of production, and 
maintained in the last analysis through terror 
and force. 


1.3. World balance changed 

There arc three major questions with which 
we profoundly disagree in this subsection. We 
will deal with them one by one under separate 
headings. 


1.3.1. General crisis 


It is here that we find the most extensive 
references to “the world crisis of capitalism” 
and “its period of ‘general crisis’ “. The BRS 
equates this with capitalism’s “period of rela¬ 
tive decline and decay”. We consider the BRS 
wrong here on a number of counts. 

The BRS locates the beginning of capital¬ 
ism's ‘general crisis' and its ‘decay’ with the 
October Revolution in 1917. Yet undeniably 
capitalism experienced general crises since its 
very inception. We would also add that it was 
not in 1917 that capitalism began to decay, ie 
become a relative fetter on the development 
of the productive forces. Capitalism became 
reactionary when it reached the stage of mon¬ 
opoly and imperialism roughly in between the 
years 1870 and 1880. The October Revolution 
marked the beginning of the world socialist 
revolution, not the first sign of capitalism’s 
decadence. 

But let us deal more fully with general crises 
of capitalism and what they are and aren’t. 

In essence Marx described three distinct 
phases in capitalism's cycle. The first w>as the 
phase of the boom, when profit rates arc 
going up and up. Competition between capi¬ 
talists is over an expanding market. But, as we 
all know, in the race to increase the mass of 
profits living labour is replaced by machines. 
This is the Achilles heel of capitalism because 
it causes the rate of profit to decline. Living 
labour is - as all Marxist economists will tell 
you, those who remain Marxists at least - the 
source of all surplus value and hence profit 
(realised surplus value). 

Eventually, therefore, as machinery' takes 
the place of living labour the rate of profit 
declines, the boom peters out and capitalism 
enters a period of relative stagnation charac¬ 
terised by a massive expansion of the credit 
system and speculative profit making. 

Life for the individual capitalist increasingly 
becomes like the labour of Sisyphus. More 
and more machinery must be purchased sim¬ 
ply to stay still. Capitalism's inner contradic¬ 
tion becomes compounded. Capital becomes 
relatively ovcraccumulated and ever greater 
amounts of fictitious capital are needed simply 


to keep things going. In time the point is 
reached where the credit system becomes so 
bloated and stretched that the slightest loss of 
confidence causes the whole edifice to come 
crashing down like a pack of cards. 

When Marx used the term general crisis he 
gave it a precise scientific meaning. It was 
when the mass of profit can no longer be 
expanded, when there was the absolute over¬ 
production of capital, the collapse of the 
credit system and an enforced destruction of 
capital. 

In its infancy capitalism went through this 
cycle of boom-stagnation- general crisis every 
five years. From 1847 onwards, however, 
Marx noted that the cycle became extended to 
ten years because of the growth of the credit 
system. After thirty years or so in its turn the 
decennial pattern itself broke down. Engels 
focussed his attention on this in an extensive 
footnote in Volume III of Marx’s Capital first 
published in 1894. Showing the depth of his 
vision, he wrote about the possibility of the 
"chronic, long drawn out alternation 
between a slight business improvement and a 
relatively long indecisive depression", ie the 
period of stagnation which spanned the 1880s 
and 90s, being "the preparatory stage of a 
new world crash of unparalleled vehemence". 

The BRS' s idea of a permanent general cri¬ 
sis since 1917, the date when capitalism’s 
‘world domination” was “shattered”, is not 
based on Marx’s theory of the capitalist cycle. 

If we are to use the term general crisis, we 
think it correct to do so in the way the founder 
of scientific communism did. Certainly, as 
predicted by Engels, capitalism plunged into 
its deepest and most protracted general crisis. 

It began in 1914, reached its nadir in 1929 and 
lasted till the end of the 1940s. Only with the 
end of World War II and the triumph of the 
USA were the conditions created for a new 
boom ... and what a boom it was. 

Capitalism expanded around the world at 
an unprecedented rate, for an unprecedented 
length of time. However, some could not see 
what was in front of their noses. Dogmatic 
insistence on “world capitalism's crisis” and 
“general crisis” blinded ‘official communism’ 
to the reality of the long boom. Failure to 
grasp the fact that the 1950s and 60s were 
qualitatively different from the 1920s and 30s 
inevitably produced a rich harvest of confu- < 
sion in the ranks of ‘official communism'. 

There are those who have retreated to one 
AES version of Keynesianism or another, 
many it seemed despaired of all serious 
thought altogether, while some who still like 
to pretend that the long boom somehow did 
not happen put forward the myopic view that 
capitalism still goes through a five year cycle 
and that the fleeting upturns in the midst of 
the general gloom are ‘booms'. A goulash of 
these various ideas can be found in the BRS. 
Frankly, this sort of analysis is not worthy of 
bourgeois apologetics, let alone the Marxist 
method. 

Capitalism's cycle has been greatly drawn 
out quantitatively and qualitatively. Where it 
was once contained within a five year period, 
capitalism's cycle now stretches over forty, 
fifty or sixty years. And to this cycle, the 
development of imperialism has added war. 
This has been the history of capitalism in the 
twentieth century. 

The relative overproduction of capital and 
the bloated credit system which has character¬ 
ised capitalism over the last two decades are 
the classic symptoms of the transitional phase 
between boom and general crisis. And unless 
we put a stop to it by making revolution, what 
lies in front of us is a new- general crisis which 
will certainly dwarf the last one, which in¬ 
cluded the cataclysmic 1929 crash and two 
world wars. 

As Engels pointed out, the extent and 
height of a boom determines the extent and 
depth of a slump. That is why it is vital to fully 
face up to and understand the long boom. 
Those, like the authors of the BRS , who ig¬ 
nore it are hardly in any sort of position to 
equip the working class for the tasks of the 
future. 


1.3.2. World balance 

Linked to the idea that capitalism is in 
permanent general crisis and is quietly 
withering on the vine is the contention 
that there has been “a decisive tilt in the ha -. 
ance of world forces” between capitalism an 
socialism. 1 

It was in the statement issued by the mee^ 
ing of representatives of communist an 
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workers’ parties held in Moscow in November 
1960 and at the 22nd Congress of the Com¬ 
munist Party of the Soviet Union in 1961 
(where its Third Programme was adopted) 
that this claim and its opportunist ramifi¬ 
cations were first announced. 

According to ‘official communism’, the 
‘general crisis of capitalism' had moved, circa 
1961, from its ‘second to third stage’, from the 
stage where, after World War II, socialism 
became a world system, to where the “balance 
of forces is changing more and more in favour 
of socialism”, so much so that it comes to be 
the “deciding factor” in the world's develop¬ 
ment (see E Varga, Twentieth century capital¬ 
ism ). 

This was a convenient ‘discovery’. It has 
been used as the justification by ‘official com¬ 
munism’ to claim that the character of the 
epoch has changed from one of wars and rev¬ 
olutions to one where socialism and peace are 
dominant. And this, the BRS maintains, 
means that the British “advance to socialism" 
would not be subject to “foreign military 
intervention”. Hence, because of Britain’s 
traditions (we will deal with them later), 
socialism will, or so says the BRS , come 
peacefully and through parliament, ie a re¬ 
formist road to socialism. 

Earlier versions of the BRS had already 
justified the reformist road with reference to 
the growing number of socialist countries. But 
it was the discovery of a so-called decisive shift 
that the opportunists needed to conjure up. 

As soon as it was ‘discovered’ it was eagerly 
incorporated into the BRS\ it served admir¬ 
ably to shore up and vindicate it against its 
critics. Combined with a reformist concept of 
the state, the claim that the world balance of 
forces had tilted constituted a vital extra sup¬ 
port through which the BRS could be given 
theoretical credence. 

The BRS claims that the tilt “in the 
direction of socialism and progress” is the 
“main feature of the world today.” (p!2) It 
also wants us to believe that it is only a matter 
of time before the existing socialist countries 
overtake capitalism. The BRS says that in the 
“post-war period the Soviet Union and the 
other socialist countries have achieved consis¬ 
tent economic growth increases and maintained 
full employment and stable prices, in contrast 
to the crisis-ridden economics of the US and 
capitalist Western Europe, showing that capi¬ 
talism will eventually be outpaced by socialism. *' 
(our emphasis pi 1). 

As we have indicated, we do not think that 
a decisive tilt in the world balance of forces 
has taken place or will take place if wc rely on 
the present socialist countries alone. Let us 
present our case. 

The BRS does not actually define what it 
means by the world balance of forces between 
capitalism and socialism. But it is a safe bet to 
say that for the BRS it is decided by the rela¬ 
tive strength of the socialist countries. Wc 
would add to this the strength of the working 
dass in the capitalist countries. Although 
these arc related we can deal with them sep¬ 
arately (we will also touch upon the national 
liberation movements upon which so much 
faith is placed). 

The strength of the socialist countries is not 
simply evaluated. But we can begin by look¬ 
ing at what socialist states there are and what 
relationships exist between them. 

The mainstay of the socialist world is obvi¬ 
ously the Soviet Union — the country where 
the working class movement has reached its 
highest, ie the world’s revolutionary centre. 
Around it what Brezhnev called the socialist 
community is militarily and economically inte¬ 
grated through the Warsaw Pact and Comc- 
con. Countries like People's China, Albania 
and Yugoslavia are socialist but not aligned to 
the Soviet Union (while a number of states 
such as Syria are capitalist but have alliances 
with the Soviet Union). 

What about the other side of the balance, 
the imperialist world? Where the number of 
socialist states does not exceed fifteen, it is led 
by a pack of very powerful nations: the USA, 
Japan, Britain, Federal Germany, Italy, 
France and Canada. Besides the ‘big seven 
there are around fifteen other countries, such 
as Denmark, Switzerland and Australia, 
which make up the core of the capitalist world 
system. So what is the balance between what 
have been called the First and Second 
Worlds? 

In population terms a third of the world 
ives under socialism, most of them in China. 
If we take away China's 1.1 billion inhabitants 
.he figure goes down to only about 10 /o. But, 
is any O level student would tell us, the key 
itatistic on which wc must judge the sets of 


countries is not population. It is total pro¬ 
ductive capacity and above all the productivity 
of labour. 

In 1961 in its Third Program the CPSU said 
that: “the world socialist system is advancing 
towards decisive victory in its economic com¬ 
petition with capitalism” and that it will 
“shortly surpass the world capitalist system” 
(1970 was named as the date). Life has proved 
otherwise. 

The Soviet Union may be considered a 
superpower but in labour productivity it ranks 
with Eire and Puerto Rico, and comes only 
39th in the world. China, Democratic Korea 
and Vietnam come far behind it and must be 
considered backward. Even the German 
Democratic Republic, the most advanced 
socialist country in this respect, with the high¬ 
est productivity rates and living standards, 
lags significantly behind advanced capitalism. 
Indeed, so much so that it is economically 
attractive for thousands upon thousands of its 
citizens to illegally cross to the Federal Re¬ 
public, risking imprisonment and even death 
to do so. 

Now Gorbachev has been forced to admit 
that the Soviet Union has been suffering from 
relative decline over the last twenty years. 
Evidence of this can be seen in the very con¬ 
crete form of Japan. From being a second rate 
imperialist power in the 1930s it now has a 
GNP which has either overtaken the Soviet 
Union or is within a hair’s breadth of doing 
so. 

The Soviet Union may boast about its world 
lead in the production of oil. cement, pig iron 
and diesel locomotives. These figures, how¬ 
ever, arc the economic indices of the 1930s. 
not the 1980s. Putting them on an unjustified 
pedestal masked the relative decline of the all 
the socialist countries. The facts are all too 
clear. 

As a percentage of world gross product and 
above all in terms of quality it is widely recog¬ 
nised that their economies arc technologically 
backward, inefficient and wasteful, and, in 
relative terms, increasingly so. 

Take the energy necessary to produce what 
is called one unit of GNP. The GDR - the 
most efficient economy in Comecon - only 
just equals the efficiency of Portugal. This 
country is the most backward member of the 
European Community and is far behind Fed¬ 
eral Germany - its most advanced. 

All in all. wc can say that the imperialist 
economics have retained their historical ad¬ 
vantage over the socialist economies (which 
emerged in the main on the foundations of 
backward capitalism); and almost certainly 
during the 1970s and 80s the gap has stopped 
narrowing and has instead widened. The 
imperialist powers and capitalism remain the 
determining force in the world economy. 
Their metabolism determines the ‘vagaries' of 
the world market, not least because they ex¬ 
ploit most of the world through unequal re¬ 
lations of trade, the export of capital and the 
extraction of massive superprofits. 

So, taken as a whole , the socialist countries 
can in no way be said to have “tilted the 
world balance of forces if judged in terms of 
labour productivity. In this respect capitalism 
remains overwhelmingly the stronger social 
system. 

What about total production? Until a few 
years ago ‘official communism claimed that 
the socialist countries were rapidly growing 
and accounted for 43% of the world’s indus¬ 
trial production and that Comecon alone 
accounted for 33%. We always questioned 
this. 

Western sources give Comecon a gross 
product (and that includes Cuba and Viet¬ 
nam) totalling some $2,020 billion. The econ¬ 
omic balance against socialism can be seen if 
wc set this against the top seven imperialist 
nations’ $8,193 billion. Unfortunately these 
figures are more rather than less accurate, 
certainly compared with those that used to be 
triumphantly announced in Novosti publi¬ 
cations. The United Nations a body much 
admired by ‘official communism’ - comes up 
with similar statistics. It says the ‘centrally 
planned economics’ account for around 20% 
of the world’s gross product. 

Although there arc obviously problems 
with the non-convcrtability of the currencies 
of the socialist countries, this should in no way 
blind us to the truth. Non-convertability 
means the UN figures are, if anything, puffed 
up, some say by as much as 25% to 30 />. The 
world is far too dangerous a place to pretend 
Otherwise. Marx said the task of communists 
was not merely to interpret the world but to 
change it. But if wc use wishful thinking 
instead of hard fact we will never achieve 


anything. Cooking the books has nothing to 
do with changing the world. It is a retreat 
from the struggle to do so. 

The rosy picture painted by the ‘official 
optimists’ of ‘official communism’ is even 
more illusory than it might first appear. Wc 
must take into account the political as well as 
the economic. After all, wc all know the 
socialist countries cannot be ‘taken as a 
whole’. 

Under the leadership of Stalin the socialist 
world worked in unity. But this was a bureau¬ 
cratic unity and bound to break down. Since 
the late 1940s wc have seen one conflict after 
another break out between the socialist coun¬ 
tries. There have even been armed actions 
between them, and with the advent of Gor- 
bachcvism the process of disintegration is 
speeding up. 

Trade barriers are being enforced between 
Czechoslovakia and Poland, Romania is at¬ 
tacked by Hungary, the GDR bans official 
Soviet publications, the ruling parties have 
shown themselves completely alienated from 
the masses - as elections in Poland and the 
bloodshed in China proves - and as a result 
nationalist and openly counterrevolutionary 
groupings arc mushrooming all around. 
Monolithic unity remains an aim for the fu¬ 
ture. 

This brings us to our last point concerning 
the strength of the socialist countries. Living 
socialism does not represent a final victory. 
The struggle against capitalism continues 
within it and must be taken into account when 
assessing the world balance of forces. 

Socialism is not a definite mode of pro¬ 
duction but a transitionary form of society 
standing in between capitalism and com¬ 
munism. As such it contains within it elements 
of both, not least the carry-overs from capital¬ 
ism in the form of commodity production and 
the law of value as well as the new emerging 
communist law of planning. The struggle 
against the former is bound up with the strug¬ 
gle for socialist democracy under socialism, 
the struggle for the working class to rule 
directly instead of through a bureaucracy. 

This general struggle has an added twist to it 
because in all the countries of living socialism 
the working class docs not exercise hegemony 
over the bureaucracy. The supposed servant 
of society is in reality the master. And as can 
be seen from the declining growth rates in 
most of the socialist countries, the stagnation 
in the Soviet Union and the turn to market 
socialism, the bureaucracy is no longer able to 
play any progressive role whatsoever. It has 
become an absolute fetter on the development 
of the productive forces. 

No longer attempting to maintain the status 
quo. the Gorbachevitcs (and their equivalents 
in China, Poland, Hungary etc) arc seeking to 
strengthen the forces of capitalism, in the 
form of commodity production, the law of 
value and the market, l*hts will have a very 
profound political impact. It poses the ques¬ 
tion ‘who rules?' Either there will be an 
internal counterrevolution, not so much from 
below but from above, or the proletariat will 
make a political revolution and transform the 
bureaucracy from master into servant of 
society. 

All in all at this moment in time it cannot be 
said that the existing socialist countries have 
within themselves ‘decisively tilted' the bal¬ 
ance of forces against capitalism. In fact the 
balance is tilting towards the internal forces of 
counterrevolution 

The BBS's claim that the existing (Kick- 
ward) socialist countries could out compete 
(advanced) capitalism originated with JV Sta¬ 
lin. He claimed in the mid 1930s that the 
USSR could by its own efforts and in isolation 
from the rest of the world arrive at com¬ 
munism. ie abundance. This was either the 
result of ignorance of Marxism or a deliberate 
distortion if it. 

Communists in Britain have never been 
known for their ability to think for them¬ 
selves. So it is hardly surprising that in its own 
ham fisted way the BRS puts forward exactly 
the same proposition for Britain. 

At the very least this betrays a lack of theor¬ 
etical understanding of what communism is - 
the fact that it is stateless and classless, and 
can only operate on a planet wide basis. It 
also encourages the belief that revolutions in 
other countries — above all in the imperialist 
heartlands of Western Europe, North Ame¬ 
rica and Japan — arc not vitally necessary if 
our own or any socialist revolution is to be 
guaranteed. 

Only with the world dictatorship of the pro¬ 
letariat - the World Union of Socialist Re¬ 
publics - and the beginning of the epoch of 


communism can the Victories which the 
socialist countries represent for the world’s 
proletariat be made permanent, irreversible 
and complete. This fundamental truth is com¬ 
pletely absent from the BRS. 

So what about the strength of the working 
class in the capitalist countries and the forces 
for national liberation? 

There is no doubt that the march of history 
is towards communism. Capitalism is mori¬ 
bund and visibly heading for a devastating 
new general crisis. Only socialism offers the 
world's population peace and progress. The 
proletarians of the world, who now have to be 
counted in the hundreds, not tens, of millions, 
are comparatively sophisticated in terms of 
education and technical knowledge. On a 
■vorld scale the size of our class has never been 
greater and tens of millions of advanced 
workers are to be found in the ranks of com¬ 
munist parties. 

Objectively, therefore, our class is strong. 
This, however, is not the end of the story. 
Class strength is measured not only quantitati¬ 
vely but qualitatively. The Russian working 
class in 1917 was small in number but. because 
of revolutionary determination, experience 
and Bolshevik leadership, was able to seize 
power and put itself in the vanguard of the 
country and the world revolution. 

In other words the strength of the working 
class is also a product of its class combativiiy 
and communist consciousness. How do things 
stand in this respect today? 

The world communist movement has 
moved far to the right and is in the process of 
disintegration. Where the collapse of the Sec¬ 
ond International t<x>k place suddenly, the 
world communist movement has suffered a 
similar fate only spread over many decades. 
Ideological unity ended long before the end of 
organisational unity (the disbanding of the 
rhird International in 1943). Yet it is only 
today that we have reached the point where its 
component parties are beginning to collapse 
into either organisational liquidation or social 
democracy. 

While our class is hundreds of millions 
strong, it has no democratic centralist inter¬ 
national party. Although the classic writings 
of communism have been translated into al¬ 
most every written language, the bulk of class 
conscious workers find themselves in the 
ranks of the parties of official communism* or 
social democracy. And despite iconising 
Marx. Engels and Lenin, "official com¬ 
munism’ has. like social democracy, become 
anti- internationalist. It has national centred 
prt>grammcN which, like the BRS. reek oi 
chauvinism. And, like the social democrats, 
the parties of ’official communism* have con¬ 
stituted themselves as left advisors to their 
own bourgeoisies, demanding the protection 
of ‘our’ industry and immigration controls. As 
history proves, this is only one step away from 
supporting imperialist war 

For genuine communists this is hardly a 
cause for celebration. But neither is it cause 
for despair. As indicated above there are sig¬ 
nificant and important parallels between what 
is happening in the workers' movement today 
and what happened to the Second Inter¬ 
national in 1914, only now what is on the 
agenda is not beginning the world revolution 
but completing it. 

In the USSR the conditions for a political 
revolution are rapidly maturing. Success in 
this would dramatically alter the world bal¬ 
ance of forces and provide a powerful inspira¬ 
tion for workers everywhere to take the road 
to communism. Of course a precondition of 
this is ideological victory over opportunism. 

’Flic working class must be won to the new 
Bolshevism, the Leninism of reforged com¬ 
munist parties, if it is to act as a class for itself 
and carry out its self liberation. So it can 
never be emphasised tix> strongly that ideo¬ 
logical struggle against opportunism is no 
luxury, it is an integral component part of the 
struggle against capitalism and the bourgeoi¬ 
sie. This is why wc are writing this polemic. 
After all, anyone who has ever read the BRS 
knows we are not doing it lor fun. 

Anyway, let us now deal with the national 
liberation movements. It must be admitted 
that even those led by the most determined 
revolutionaries know that, in spite of securing 
formal political independence, imperialism 
can still crack the economic whip The situ- 
ition in Mozambique, Vietnam and Nicara¬ 
gua tragically illustrates this I he fact of the 
natter is that only with turthei revolutions, 
not least in the advanced capitalist countries, 
can the backward parts of the world rapidly 
advance and become truly free. 

It must be admitted though, that for all the 
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socialistic slogans, most liberation movements 
are merely aiming to establish an independent 
capitalist country, where the native as 
opposed to the foreign bourgeois can exploit 
the working class and the country’s people. 
And while we support these movements 
against imperialism, it is not in our interests to 
paint them red - to imagine, as the HRS 
seems to do, that victories for national libera¬ 
tion are equivalent to victories for socialism. 

1.3.3. A peaceful road? 

Due to the supposed new balance of world 
forces the leaders of many communist parties 
claimed world war was preventable simply 
through supporting pacifistic movements. 
War was no longer the continuation of poli¬ 
tics, rather an act of irrationality. The struggle 
against war was thus divorced from the strug¬ 
gle for world revolution. Moreover, as imper¬ 
ialism was supposed to be no longer the power 
it had been, its ability to intervene and drown 
popular upsurges in blood no longer existed 
and thus the parliamentary road to socialism, 
as advocated by the BRS was not only a per¬ 
fectly legitimate strategy, it became the only 
strategy. 

We have always been opposed to this nco- 
social democracy. For very good reasons too. 
Those who really fight for communism have 
no interest in kidding themselves. As we have 
shown, I think conclusively, the world balance 
has not tilted decisively in favour of socialism 
Hie socialist countries have not caught up, let 
alone overtaken, imperialism. Indeed the rise 
of Gorbachevism shows the gains of socialism 
are in grave danger from within. 

We arc confident that through new revol¬ 
utions (political and social) a new chapter in 
the history of socialism is about to begin. But 
what of the I >s and the CPBers? Looking 
at the overwhelming evidence that capitalism 
remains the dominant force on the planet, and 
the fact that the socialist countries are a bas¬ 
tion threatened from without and endangered 
from within, will they abandon their idea that 
socialism can be won in Britain peacefully, 
without civil war. etc? Will they admit their 
wrong assessment and vow to prepare for 
violent revolution? 

That would be the only intellectually honest 
thing to do. But opportunism is nothing if it is 
not intellectually dishonest. The opportunists 
will find new excuses for their opportunism. 
That, after all. was all the claim that there had 
been a “decisive tilt** in the world balance of 
forces and that the existing socialist countries 
were “outpacing capitalism was all about in 
the first place. 

By exaggerating achievements, centrist 
leaders in the socialist countries could bask in 
success, even when they were not real. With 
exaggerated figures, everything in the garden 
could be painted rosy. Communism became 
divorced from struggle. It became a mechani¬ 
cal process w'hich would proceed smoothly as 
long as the status quo was not disturbed. Life 
has shown this not to be the case. Com¬ 
munism necessitates the continued class strug¬ 
gle of the working class under socialism and 
(he making of revolutions throughout the 
capitalist world, not least in the imperialist 
countries. Lenin was right all along. 

The revolution will need to be armed, pre¬ 
pared to do violence. The chances of success- J 
ltd counterrevolution are reduced, and the 
ability of external reactionary intervention is 
lessened, given the power of the socialist 
states, not least in terms of their united 
encouragement of world revolution. But the j 
use of violence, its intensity, is determined bv < 
the extent of opposition offered by the capital- < 
ists. A peaceful road to socialism is possible in 
the future. But and it s a big but this 
would be due to the potential of the working i 
class to inflict massive, irresistible and over¬ 
whelming punishment in the event of capital¬ 
ist resistance. Unfortunately this is not the I 
case today. i 

Some will argue that as capitalism goes into < 
crisis existing socialism will overtake it by < 
default, so to speak. This is again in part y 
wishful thinking, in part downright danger¬ 
ous. " , 

Socialism docs not exist outside the world < 

economy. It is a product of its contradictions. i 
fhere might be two social systems in the ‘ 
world but there is only one world market. A> t 
its dominant part goes towards crisis all parts 1 
will be affected. Moreover as capitalism I 

plunges into crisis we will not see a universal < 

collapse but a growing unevenness between < 
rival economies and within national cconom- I 

ies. In other words there will be islands of 
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rapid advance amidst a sea of decline. 

This was the case in the 1920s and 30s when, 
against the general backdrop of decline, the 
‘sunshine’ industries around motor cars, elec¬ 
trical goods and airplanes boomed in nc 
uncertain terms. And, as we know, with the 
massive advances in computers, biotechno¬ 
logy, superconductivity, lasers and the exploi¬ 
tation of space it is certainly the case today 
and, above all, will be tomorrow. 

As we mentioned above, another feature of 
capitalist general crisis under imperialism is 
the drive towards war. The fact that the 
imperialist nations possess far greater GNPs 
and a growing lead technologically is there¬ 
fore of particular cause for concern. Not least 
when the leaders of the socialist states arc 
seeking to appease imperialism with pacifistic 
speeches and treacherous acts of unilateral 
disarmament. 

Imperialism in crisis dramatically acceler¬ 
ates the power of the means of destruction, it 
turns mankind's inventiveness to the most 
obscene use. 

In World War I Britain's fledgling car in¬ 
dustry gave birth to the tank, the brilliant 
German chemists who had produced all sorts 
of new dyes and cleaning agents made poss¬ 
ible the horrors of gas warfare. Just over two 
decades later Hitler ensured German techni¬ 
cal genius produced the jet engine, the exter¬ 
mination camp and the V2. Roosevelt and 
Churchill got their scientists to go one better 
w'ith the A Bomb. 

Are things any different now? No! The 
USA’s record levels of ‘defence’ spending and 
its resulting SDL the new range of smart wea¬ 
pons. the Stealth aircraft and first strike ballis¬ 
tic missile systems bear witness to the speed 
with which the pre-general crisis of capitalism 
is fuelling the development of the means of 
destruction A full blown general crisis will 
lead to an exponential development in the 
drive towards war. 

We will not cop out and trust in the new 
revisionism of Gorbachev. The only way for- 
ward is to carry out our uuty to the working 
class, our proletarian internationalist duty, 
and fight for revolution. Living vxrialism can 
at best only restrain the imperialist war drive. 

It cannot prevent it. Peace can only come 
through the working class completing the 
world revolution. In the meantime we must 
undcviatingly build the Party of revolution 
and support this struggle in every other 
country without exception. 


/. 4. Britain's crisis 

Imperialism , a policy or the 
last stage of capitalism? 

Phis subsection is titled ‘Britain’s crisis’. What 
the HRS actually deals with here is Britain's 
decline. It does touch upon the little matter of 
Ireland in passing, but this is something we 
will deal with specifically, later on. One point, 
though, we do wish to single out from the 
mish mash of “balance of payments crises’*, 
the “growth** ol the National Front, the rise* in 
inflation (ie what struck the HRS's authors as 
important in 1977) is the concept of imperia¬ 
lism It is projected as being the mistaken 
polit v which has exacerbated Britain’s crisis’. 
Hus is what passes for Marxist-Lenimst’ the¬ 
ory in the HRS. 

We are told that following World War II 
there was a “need fur a complete break with 
past imperialist policies '\ But instead, “suc¬ 
cessive governments, whether Tory or lab¬ 
our, have continued with such policies" (pi3 
- our emphasis). The implication is clear. A 
Labour government - or even a lory govern¬ 
ment - could, if the wall was there, “break" 
" ilh imperialism, after all it is only a “policy**. 

Such a course would be possible if imperia¬ 
lism was nothing more than that. If that was 
the case, -then ves. this or that government 
could discard imperialism like a pair of smelly 
old socks. But imperialism is not simply a 
policy . 

The most precise definition of imperialism 
was supplied to us by VI Lenin. He said the 
essence of imperialism is monopoly capital¬ 
ism. It is the replacement of competitive, 
industrial capitalism by monopoly, through 
the massive concentration of the ownership of 
the means of production into fewer and fewer 
hands and the growing together of industrial 
capital and banking capital to form finance 
capital. In other words it is a stage - the 
highest - in capitalism's evolution. 

No matter what privatisations, commissions 


and regulations various governments have 
concocted in the name of promoting competi¬ 
tion, the last two decades have seen monop¬ 
olisation reach heights hardly imaginable a 
century ago. As to the growing together of 
industrial monopolies with banking monop¬ 
olies, their merger was long ago completed, a 
fact we can illustrate with British Leyland. 

This enterprise not only has bankers on the 
board but has earned far more in recent years 
moving money around the world than it has in 
producing cars. In this it is far from unique 
and only goes to show how correct was Len¬ 
in s insistence that under imperialism the ex¬ 
port of capital assumes greater importance 
ban the export of commodities. Only to the 
philistine is British Leyland an example of 
industrial capitalism, in fact it is a classic 
ctxample of the merger of industrial and 
bank*ng capital, ic finance capital. 

Because imperialism is parasitic and lives by 
the export of capital, it inevitably engenders a 
tendency towards stagnation and decay in the 
metropolitan country. More and more capital 
is controlled from the City of London but the 
origin of surplus value is more and more from 
outside the frontiers of Britain Indeed, as we 
have seen during the Thatcheritc years, the 
stratum of capitalists who play no part in pro¬ 
duction. whose profits depend solely on ‘clip¬ 
ping coupons', has expanded enormously with 
the massive upsurge in the export of capital, 
so-called ‘overseas investments'. This, as 
Lenin said, would go hand in hand with indus¬ 
trial stagnation in the metropolitan countries, 
so it is worth noting that in spite of all the 
Thatcheritc hype, today in Britain investment 
in industrial production is still below 1979 
levels. 

It is because of monopolisation and the 
export of capital (imperialism) that Lenin 
arrived at the conclusion that capitalism had 
become moribund. Once it arrives at the stage 
of monopoly, capitalist relations of pro¬ 
duction come to hold back the development of 
the forces of production from what would be 
possible if they were organised along socialist 
lines (in order to reflect the social nature of 
production). In other words, imperialism is a 
relative fetter on the productive forces. 

Imperialism also comes to represent an 
absolute danger to what has been achieved by 
thousands of years of human labour. As is 
well known, along with the increasingly une¬ 
ven growth of different great powers and the 
drive to export capital, imperialism brings 
war. Uneven development leads to wars of 
world redivision. The two world wars we have 
seen in this century cost 75 million lives and 
forced down the natural’ growth of the world 
economy. l*he monstrous - and historically 
unprecedented in peacetime - level of spend¬ 
ing on arms since 1945 has a similar effect. 
But undoubtedly a third imperialist world war 
would have an absolute effect: it would throw 
the world hack into a new dark age. 

C learly, if we understand imperialism as 
monopoly (whether in the form of Marks and 
Spencer, British Telecom or Barclays Bank), 
there can be no talk of it being discarded by 
this or that government. Those, like the 
authors of the HRS. who call for a non-imper¬ 
ialist capitalism are in effect calling for capital¬ 
ism to return to the womb, for the monopolies 
to de-evolve into hundreds and thousands of 
small competing concerns, employing tens not 
tens of thousands of workers. 

This is like disinveniing the wheel, ie it is 
nonsense. Imperialism can only be ‘discarded* 
by going forward with a social revolution, 
which will transfer ownership of Marks and 
Spencer. British Telecom and Barclays Bank 
etc. to the workers* state in Britain, merge 
them with their former monopolistic rivals 
Next. Mercury and National Westminster, etc 
and then as quickly as possible hand them 
over to the workers’ world government. 

Why do the authors of the HRS insist on 
being so daft? It is hardly ignorance. They 
have ready access to the works of Lenin. The 
Euro organisation, after all. receives tens of 
thousands of pounds in hidden subsidv from 
Moscow every year from their sale. So whv do 
they refuse to define imperialism as a definite 
stage in the development of capitalism? 

The answer is. in a word, material interest. 
The HRS as a programme reflects the interests 
of the labour bureaucracy in Britain: it has an 
interest in the reform of capitalism - channel¬ 
ling capital into British industry, for example 
- but it fears any challenge to the system 
itself. 7 

Marx made the point that the ancient pro¬ 
letariat of Rome lived at the expense of 
society and that conversely capitalist society | 
lived at the expense of the the modern prolet¬ 


ariat. This remains true, but it has to be 
admitted that imperialism has complicated the 
picture somewhat. A privileged, upper sec¬ 
tion of the working class has been brought 
into existence and lives partially at the ex¬ 
pense of the exploitation by imperialism of the 
proletariat in the oppressed and neo-colonial 
countries. 

Through the enormous superprofits capital¬ 
ists can gain from abroad over and above 
those which they squeeze out of their own’ 
workers it is possible to bribe, through count¬ 
less direct, indirect, overt and covert 
methods, the leaders of the labour movement 
and their hangers on. Hence superprofits 
obtained through imperialism are the material 
basis for the growth of opportunism. 

A ‘bourgeoisified’ section of the working 
class develops thanks to the crumbs from the 
imperialists’ tabic. It enjoys what is essentially 
a petty bourgeois life style, indeed to a degree 
it merges with the petty bourgeoisie. Politi¬ 
cally this enables capital to put the labour 
bureaucracy on the payroll and turn it into an 
agent of the bosses within the working class 
movement. 

From its origins the leadership of our 
CPGB was made up of those whose concep¬ 
tion of communist practice did not go much 
beyond left centrism. In spite of our profound 
respect for Arthur McManus. Albert Inkpin. 
Tom Bell, Shapurji Saklatvala and other foun¬ 
ding comrades, this has to be admitted. 
Unfortunately this was never rectified. There 
was consequently a failure to really steel the 
Party ideologically. Hence it was vulnerable 
to infection from bourgeois ideas, not least 
once the leadership of the Soviet Union itself 
began to retreat from the principles of scien¬ 
tific socialism under JV Stalin. 

Some will consider what we have just said 
to be a slight against those who devoted their 
lives to the struggle for socialism. Nothing 
could be further from the truth. The growth of 
bourgeois ideas is not the result of agents or a 
lack of militants with guts. At the risk of 
oversimplification bourgeois, ic opportunist, 
ideas come into the communist movement 
through, so to speak, the very air we breath, 
they arc a spontaneous product of commodity 
production (of which capitalism is the highest 
but not the only example). 

Only with constant and unyielding ideologi¬ 
cal struggle can the ever present ideas of the 
capitalist class and its dominant culture be 
combatted. We all know this did not happen 
in the CPGB. In the absence of an unyielding 
struggle for a scientific, revolutionary world 
outlook. the inevitable bourgeoisification' 
saw the C PGB end up with a programme 
which wants to defend Britain's parliament. 


1.5. Strategy for socialism 


In spite of its title this subsection does not 
present any sort of a strategy for socialism, 
only yet another rehash of arguments which 
excuse developing a real strategy for 
socialism. 

We are correctly told that it is necessary to 
go beyond the defensive struggles that charac¬ 
terised the late 1960s and early 70s. There 
must, says the HRS - again correctly - be a 
“struggle to end capitalism"; “capitalism's cri¬ 
sis cannot be solved within the limits of capi¬ 
talism.'' It states that “only socialism can 
overcome the basic contradiction of capitalist 
society" and for that what is needed is 
“socialist revolution* (p 15). But does the BRS 
mean it? 

Not at all. As we have seen, the BRS is full 
of opportunist escape clauses. Deviously, 
after outlining the advantages of socialism, it 
again claims that the so-called “decisive 
change in the balance of world forces" makes 
it possible to have a “revolution" without 
world war. military intervention, civil war or. 
for that matter, social collapse (p 16). 

But why does the BRS link world war and 
military intervention with civil war and violent 
revolution? Simple. By putting them into a 
single category' which is not necessary for 
socialism, those who advocate a genuinely 
revolutionary strategy - which would include 
violent revolution, which itself is a form of 
civil war - can be dismissed as madmen, ad¬ 
vocates of world war. Of course, this is only 
done by implication. Nonetheless it is a trans¬ 
parent ruse to break the struggle for socialism 
in Britain from developments in the world as a 
whole and lay the basis for dishonestly calling 
the HRS 's programme of reforms a “strategy 
for socialism". 

Jack Conrad 





